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UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT 
FOR THE WESTERN DISTRICT OF NEW YORK 


| EULA LEE BLOWERS, individually, and on behalf 


of all other persons similarly situated 
50 Joanne Drive 
Rochester, New York 


Plaintiff 


vs. COMPLAINT 


} LAWYERS COOPERATIVE PUBLISHING COMPANY, INC. 


One Aqueduct Street, Rochester, New York 
DONALD BENNETT, 


i One Aqueduct Street, Rochester, New York 
| CHARLES DONNER 


One Aqueduct Street, Rochester, New York 
ROBERT FEIN 
Rochester, New York 


Defendants * 


De, ue ae 


JURISDICTION 


1. Jurisdiction of this Court is invoked pursuant to 28 U.S.C. 


$1343(4); 42 U.S.C. §2000 (c) 5 (£) and 28 y.§.C.§82201 and 22C2, ‘his 


suit is authorized and instituted pursuant “to Title VII of the Act of 


: Congress known as “The Civil Rights Act of 1964," Title VII as amended by 


' 
the Equal Employment Opportunities Act of 1972, 42 U.S.C. $2009 (e) et sed. 


The jurisdiction of this Court is {invoked to secure protection of and to 


i! redress deprivation of rights secured by (a) 42 U.S.C. 82000 (ce) et seds 


providing for injunctive and other relicf against discrimination on the 


iS basis of sex in employment and (b) 42 U.S.C. §1981, providing for the equal 


rights of all persons in every state and territory within the jurisdiction 
of the United States. 
ae plaintiff brings this action on her own behalf and on behalf 
of other persons similarly situated pursuant to Rule 23 (b) (2) and 23 (b) (3) 


of the Federal Rules of Civil Procedure. 


Law off 


cts oF 
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3. A charge of discrimination has been filed with the Equal 


Employment Opportunities Commission, the charge was properly deferred, more 


|} than 180 days elapsed since the Equal Employment Opportunities Commission took 
\ 

| 
\ 
| 
\ 
i 
! 
| 


| 
| 


jurisdiction over that charge and the Equal Employment Opportunities Commission 


has issued a Right to Sue Notice, to plaintiff. A copy of that Right to 


~——<- 7° 


Sue Notice is attached hereto and made a part hereof as Exhibit A. 


PARTIES 
| 


4. Plaintiff, Eula Lee Blowers is a private citizen residing 


| at 50 Joanne Drive, Rochestcr, New York. From about May of 1960 through ‘ 
| | 


j December 3, 1971, plaintiff was employed by defendant Lawyers Cooperative 
i 


‘ publishing Company as & copy editor (Advance Reader), editor and/or supervisor. 


5. Defendant, Lawyers Cooperative Publishing Company, is a 


_———— 


ae $8e-- 


+ New York Corporation engaged in the business of publishing law books. Its 


SS 


; principal offices and principal place of business are at One Aqueduct Street, 


Rochester, New York. It is engaged in industry affecting commerce, and 


‘ employs 25 or more persons. 


' 6. Defendant, Donald Bennett, at all times mentioned herein, was 
r and is the Personnel Director of defendant Lawyers Cooperative Publishing 
‘ 
i 
Company. 
i 7. Defendant, Charles Donner, at all times hereinafter mentioned, 
i, 
, was and is the manager of Editorial Services of the defendant, Lawyers 
i] 
i Cooperative Publishing Company. 
, 8. Defendant, Robert Fein, at all times hereinafter mentioned, 


was the manager of Editorial Division of the defendant, Lawyers Cooperative 


| Publishing Company. 
9. Plaintiff Blowers brings this lawsuit on her own behalf and 


on behalf of all those persons similarly situated. The clas which plaintiff 


' Blowers represents is composed of female persons who have been employed, are 


. employed, might be employed, or have made application to be employed by 


defendant Lawyers Cooperative Publishing Company. 
10. ‘There are questions of law and fact common to the class 


affecting the rights of members of the class who are, and continue to be 


limited, classified and di serimifpted against in ways which deprive aad 
denrvive thea of equal employment opportunities and otherwise, 
tS tao" ro tc Se 
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' 
adversely affect their status as employees because of sex. These persons 


are so numerous that joinder of all members is impracticable. A common 
\ 


jrettet is sought. The interests of said class are fairly and adequately 


\ represented by plaintif€. The defendants have acted or refused to act on 


grounds generally applicable to the class and the claims of plaintiff are 


‘typical of the claims of the class. . 
| 


11. Common questions predominate over any questions zcffecting only 


| 
"individual members of the class and a class action is superior to other availa- 


ible methods for the fair and efficient adjudication of this controversy. 
STATEMENT OF CASE 
12. Plaintiff seeks declaratory judgment as to her rights and the 


( 
‘rights of those similarly situated and preliminary and permanent injunctive 
relief, restraining the defendants from maintaining a policy, practice, custom 


i 
1 
tor usage of (a) discriminating against the plaintiff and other persons simi- 


! 
larly situated because of sex with respect to compensation, terms, conditions 


‘and privileges of employment and (b) limiting, segregating and classifying 
‘employees of defendant Lawyers Cooperative Publishing Company, in ways which 
| deprive and have deprived the plaintiff and other persons similarly situated of 


i equal employment opportunities and otherwise adversely affect their status a5 
1 
employees because of sex. Plaintiff also seeks damages for herself and 


| 
the class. 


“f 
rindividual wemvers of th 


13. The defendants have consistently and purposefully limited and 


:, ‘ 
‘deprived women employees, including the plaiatiff Blowers, of their rights 


| 
‘guaranteed to them under the United States Constitution and Federal Statutes, 
‘with the intent and design, both directly and indirectly, of fostering and 


‘protecting the advantage and advancement of male employees to the detriment 


i 
of female employees. 


COUNT I 
14. Defendants maintain a policy of discrimination against its 


women employees, including the plaintiff herein, by virtually excluding them 


‘from certain job classifications including but not limited to: Purchasing 


Ager", Accountant, Computer Librarian, Truck Driver, Press Man, Managing, 


caw orreces or 


Roninsom Witrtavs 


HODINSON AML 


caw orfeces or 


R noon, Wat ttaMs 


POuUInson anu 


ae 


; Editor, professional Interviewer, Yrinting Personnel, Systems Analyst, Cer- 


: tain Machine Operators (highest paid operators in gathering, shipping, bind- 


ing), all managerial positions and all positions above managerial level. Job 
classifications in Lawyers Cooperative Publishing Company determine the rate 


of pay an employee receives. ' Women customarily and uniformly have lower job 


i 

' 

! 

classifications and lower rates of pay than male employees performing the ' 
t 


same or similar duties or responsibilities and possessing the same skills. 
COUNT II | 
‘ 


15. Defendants maintain a policy, practice, custom and usage of 


| discrimination against their women employees by placing women employees, 


including the plaintiff herein, in low, menial classifications while requiring 


| them to perform work of high, technical and professional caliber and classi~ 


| fication; the women receive pay, including overtime pay, at the low, menial 


level. 
COUNT III 


16. Defendants maintain a policy, practice, custom and usage cal- 


culated to discriminate against the female employees, including the plaintiff 
\ herein, by conscious practice of filling only certain jobs in their job 

| classifications with women employees, which they carefully recruit with a 

" design to hire only those women who will tiork for substandard wages and be 

' docile. Lawyers Cooperative Publishing Company has at least five departments 


‘ 
' in which there has neve been nor is there now 4 male employee. 


COUNT IV 


17. Defendants maintain a policy, practice, custom and usage 


» 
recruitment for employment which is directed to seeking and hiring only 
white male for the best paying, career-oriented jobs, while seeking and 
‘women, including the plaintiff hercin, for low-paying, menial jobs with 


hor no carcer, supervisory oF managerial potential. 


COUNT V 


18. »{ :ndants maintain a policy, practice, custom and usage of 


‘excluding women, {including the plaintiff, from training programs to which 


aw offices OF 


fominsonm, Vit hiAMs 
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men with the equivalent or less education and skills are enrolled either at 


' the commencement of their employment or during certain stages in their em- 


‘ployment. Men employees customarily finish training programs with job classi- 


fications not customarily granted their female counterparts. 


— 


COUNT VI 

19. Defendants maintain‘a policy, practice, custom and usage of 
discriminating against its women employees by classifying and assigning jobs 
for the white male employee as jobs which are career, supervisory and 
managerial oriented while cla sifying jobs for women which are low paying and 
of menial nature and without career, supervisory or managerial potential. 

COUNT VII 

20. Defendants discriminate against their « men employees by 
maintaining a policy, practice, custom and usage of promoting and transferring 
the employees so that the white male employees advance to the high-paying, 
career-oriented, supervisory or managerial positions while the woman cmployee 
is retained in low-paying, menial jobs which are not career, supervisory or 
managerial oriented. 

; COUNT VIII 

21. Defendants discriminate against their women employees by main- 
taining a policy, practice, custom and usage of paying women employ -.s of 
whatever job description, classiiicalion o1 job level, less than 
counterparts when the education, skill and competence of the women employees 
equals or exceeds the education, skill and competence of the white male’ 
employees engaged in the same or similar work. 

COUNT IX 

22. Defendants discriminate against their women employees by 
taining a policy, practice, custom and usage of fostering an atmosphere in 
the employme situation which is calculated to harrass, embarrass, humiliate 
and thereby cause the woman employee to "kecp her place." 

23. ‘This practice, policy, custom or usage of defendants is 
evidenced from the initial interview with the female employee when Corporate 


¢ 


agents ask of the prospective female employee questions calculated to isolate 


persons who have nothing, but completely conventional social and political 


. 


«6- 


ideas. Further, the initial interview of female employees is calculated to ex~- 
clude from further prospect of employment all women who do not indicate their 
: disinclination to have children and who fail to divulge such personal infor- 
| mation to the Corporate interviewer as her menstrual cycle experience. Male 
prospective employees are not, so "scrcened." 

24. Lawyers Cooperative Publishing Company fosters an atmosphere 
calculated to humiliate and depress the woman employee upon hiring by there- 
| after imposing restrictions on the movement of the employee during the normal 
: working day including, but not limited tos checks on when the woman employee 
travels from one floor to another, when the female emp,oyee uses the restroom, 
takes a coffee break, etc. Further, the femaic employee is led to believe 
that company personnel are watching all of her moves, particularly the times 
i} when female employees are conversing among themselves. The company further 
i seeks to intimidate and humiliate its female employees by removing from the 
individual employee's work area any poster, sign or note which expresses a 
sentiment which the company agent considers inappropriate. Company agents 
’ €rom time to time examine women's personal, private property in their desks. 
i Male employees are not subjected to this surveillance of thought and action. 

25. Defendants maintain and enforce 4 dress code which applies only 
to its women employees. 

COUNT X 

26. Defendants engage in a policy with respect to their women 
' employees of arbitrarily denying 4 portion of periodic, mandated, wage in- 
creases for its women employees, wage increases to which those women employees 
{ would have been entitled in the application of the normal wage scales for that 
sa)ary level. 

COUNT XI 

27. Defendants seck te heighten the employment disadvantage of the 
female employees b’ no- posting info; sation on promotion and transfer oppor- 
tunities in other parts of the company for the benefit of female employees; 
when company officials are contacted by female emp loyecs with respect to pror 


tion and/ur transfer, company employees routinely give little or no informa-~ 


tion on these oppertunttics +o fomale]cfp loyces- 
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COUNT XII 
28. Defendants discriminate against their vomen employces by main- 
taining a policy, practice, custom and usage of denying sick-leave and other 
\ benefits to their female employees who become pregnant during the course of 
= employment. 
COUNT XIII 
29. Defendants maintain a policy, practice, custom pie usage of 
retaliating against their women empioyees who complain of the unlawful, dis- 


1 criminatory policies and acts of the defendants. 


30. Defendants fired Eula Blowers from her position as supervisor 


|! against plaintiff Blowers for her having complained of the defendants’ actions 
i" 


of the Advance Reading Department on December 2, 1971 as an act of retaliation 


' 

I denying plaintiff Blowers and other persons similarly situated, equal terms, 
Hs 

;, conditions and privileges of employment. Defendants fired plaintiff Blowers 


‘ 
Eisen her position as supervisor of the Advance Reading Department because of 


i! ; ‘ — : 
|. her having, called to the attention of defendants, certain unlawful, discrimina~ 
" 

' 

ptory practices of the company and because of her not having taken action 


; : 

" against the employees under her supervision who had also complained of certain, 
+H . s . . . 

unlawful, discriminatory practices of Lawyers Cooperative Publishirg Company. 


31. Plaintiff incorporates herein paragraphs 29-30 and makes the 


\ COUNT XIV 
|’ allegations therein a part hereof as though fuliy set ierth. 


{i 


32. Defendants maintain a »7licy, practice, eustom and usage 


| attempt ing to intimidate female employees who complain of the company's illegal 


Vand discriminatory acts to public officials. 


33. Defendants attempted to intimidate plaintiff Pliowers from pur- 
P I Pr 


' 
“suing her complaints of illegal and discriminatory acts of defendants to the 


New York State Division of Human Rights; the defendants falscly accused 


plaintiff Blowers of stealing four boxes of annotations from Lawyers Cooperativ 


' 
' 
, 
1 
1 
( 


i Publishing Company valued by the company at $20,000.00. In this regard, the 


' 


| defendants caused a criminal investigation to be initiated against plaintiff 
| 


‘Blowers by the Rochester City Police Department. 
' 
3 


34. 


Defendants caused company employees to visit plaintiff Blowers 


Nat her private residence early in the morning for the purpose of accusing 


| 
4 tee 


' plaintiff Blowers of thef 
° 

ee against plainti 
\ 


££ Blowers if she would withdraw her complaint of 


; discrimination previously filed with the New Yor ‘ate Division of Human 


it 
‘ Rights. 


‘ be 


35. Defendants have caused numerous harrassing telephone calls to 


placed to plaintiff Blowers at her private residence. 


} 36. Defendants have threatened plaintiff Blowers about her return- 
i 


ing to the company offices to collect her pecsonal property. Defendants have 


appropriated and refused to return certain personal property of plaintiff 


including, without intending to limit, plaintiff's professional texts and an 


original manuscript. 
COUNT XV 
37. Plaintiff incorporates herein paragraphs 29 through 36 and 


makes the allegations therein a part hereof as though fully set forth. 


ee 


== 


38. Defendants caused there to be circulatea a report among its 


employees that a bomb threat called into Lawyers Cooperative Publishing 


ti 
| 
i Company's place of business subsequent to the company having fired plaintiff 


Blowers was made by Eula Blowers because she was a disgruntled employee dis- 


satisiied with the company's termination of her. 


H 39. 


, 
' gntended to intimidate plaintiff Blowers into withdrawing her complaints of 


unlawful and discriminatory akttion against defendants. 


| 40. Plaintiff incorporates herein paragraphs 29 through 
~ COUNT XVi 


the allegations therein a part hereof as though fully set forth, 


Defendants maintain a policy, custom, practice and usage of 


41. 


attempting to “blackbali" their women employees whom they fire because of 


their being “troublemakers” in making of complaints of unlawful and 


| tory acts and policies of the company. 


the former ewployce is not successful in securing other employment in her 


area. 


sie 


ficld in the Rochester 


baw OFFICES OF 
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t of company copy and suggesting dropping of “company 


athanacen oer 


The rumors circulated by the defendants were calculated to dis- 


credit plaintiff Blowers in the eyes of her former professional colleagues and 


39 and makes 


discrimina- 


The defendants objective is to assure 


one 


‘ 42. The defendants have taken steps to insure that plaintiff 
! Blowers is "phlackballed" in the Rochester area, including but not limited to 
i 
. the defendan"s maliciously circulating false information as to the reason for 
plaintiff Blowers termination. 
EFFECTS OF DEFENDANTS ACTS 
43. The effect, purpose and intent of the aforementioned policies 
! and practices pursued by the beteadante, have been, and continue to be, to 
Limit, segregate, classify and discriminate against the plaintiff and others 
| similarly situated, in ways which jeopardize the employment opportunities of 
| the female workers and otherwise to affect adversely their status a5 employces 
|. because of these acts. 
44, The foregoing acts of retaliation and intimidation of defendants 

were, in addition, maliciously calculated, for example, without intending to 
; Limit, (a) discredit plaintiff Blowers in the eyes of her former fellow work- 
, ers, her professional associates and injure her reputation in the community; 
‘Bula Blowers had been greatly admired as an effective and good suareiiett 
\ the defendants feared that other persons in the Advance Reading Department who 
| knew plaintiff Blowers would sympathize with plaintiff Blowers and might take 
j action on Blowers’ behalf and in fact take further action against the company 

to express their grievances against the company, (b) prove that women couldn't 
‘win fn making, complaints against the company and therefore that other employee 


' 


of Lawyers Cooperative Publishing Company ought to profit by Eula blowers 


3 ‘ 

| Lesson and cease their activitics to complain or risk losing their jobs, (c) 
' 

' 


demonstrate that defendants had always in the past and could continue to keep 
Y women in their place, (d) prove that defendants could continue to punish Eula 
;, Blowers for her past “misbehavior” in complaining of discrimination and could 


, Antimidate Eula Blowers from attempting to redress her complaints of discrim- 
' ination by keeping Eula Blowers from getting another job. 

t 45. All the practices herein alleged are continuing up to the 

| present time despite plaintiff and others similarly situated having comp laine 
: to the New York State Division of Human Rights and Equal Emp Loynent Oppor- 

* tunities Conmission and the complaints of the plaintiff and others similarly 
' 


situated having, been found in the New York State Division of Vurnan Rights te 


gaw orrices OF 
fronmmn son WL Ltams 


Ropineon AY 1 3 


ANGELOFE 


-10- 


' “probable cause" of unlawful, discriminatory acts on the defendants’ part. 


46. Plaintiff and the class which she represents has no plain, 
adequate or complete remedy at law to redress the wrongs alleged herein and 
| this suit for preliminary and permanent injunction is the only means of se- 
’ curing adequate relief. The plaintiff and the class she represents are now 
' suffering and will continue to suffer irreparable injury from the defendants’ 
policies, practices, customs and usages set forth herein. 
47. By reason of the foregoing unlawful and discriminatory actions 
of the defendants, Eula Blowers has suffered damages. (a) Eula Blowers has 
| been rendered sick and disabled by reason of the defendants" acts; by teason 
of defendants ‘acts, plaintiff Blowers has been placed under doctor's care. 
{(b) By reason of the acts of the defendants, the physical and emotional 
fliness caused by the defendants acts, plaintiff Blowers has not been able to 
! perform her normal activities as professional writer and editor and as a 
homemaker and housewife. (c) By reason of the unlawful acts of the defen- 
dants, plaintiff Blowers has had great digeseulty in finding any new employ- 
i ment in her field because of defendants’ successful “Dlackballing" effort in 
the Rochester area. : 
PRAYER FOR RELIEF 
48. Wherefore, the plaintiff respectfully prays that this court 
_ advance this case on the docket, order a speedy hearing at the earliest 
i possible date, tause this case to be in every way expedited and upon such 
' hearing to: 

(1) Declare that defendants have discriminated and continue 
to discriminate against the plaintiff and the class that she represents on 
the basis of sex cud sahtabton of federal statuatory and constitutional law; 

(2) Grant the plaintiff and the class she represents pre- 
liminary and permanent injunctions enjoining the defendants, their agents, 

 guccessors, employees, attorneys and those acting im concert with them and at 
their direction from continuing: 
4a) To exclude women from certain job classifica- 


; tions, including but not limited to: Purchasing Agent, Accountant, Computer 
baw OFFICES OF ’ 


, 

Ronminson, Weeians ' Z 4 
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Librarian, Truck Driver, Press Man, Managing Editor, Professional Interviewer, 
Printing Personnel, Systems Analyst, Certain Machine Operators (highest paid 
operators in gathering, shipping, binding), all managerial positions and 
positions above managerial levels. 

(b) To place its women employees in low, menial 
classifications while requir ing them to perform work of high, technical and 
professional caliber and classification. 


(c) To fill only certain jobs in its job classifi- 


| 
\ 
\ 
| 
i 


; cation with women employees which it carefully recruits with the design to 
‘ 
‘ 
I! 
| docile. 


hire only those women employees who will work for substandard wages and be 


(d) To hire only the white male for the best pay- 
ing, career oriented jobs, while seeking and hiring women for low-paid, wontat. 
i jobs with little or no career, supervisory OF managerial potential. 

(e) To exclude women from training programs to 

, which men with equivalent OF less education and skills are enrolled either at 
the commencement of their employment or during certain stages of their em- 
! ployment. 

(£) To classify and assign jobs for the white male 

+ employee which are career, supervisory and managerial oriented while classi- 
fying and assigning jobs for women which dic Low-payins and of menial nature 
' and*without career, supervisory OF managerial potential. 

(g) To promote and transfer employees So that the 
white male employee is advanced to the higher-paying, career-oriented, super= 
' yisory OT managerial positions while the women emp Loyees are retained in low- 
| paying, menial jobs which are not career, supervisory OF managerial oriented. 

(h) To pay women of whatever job description, 

; classification or job level less than white male counterparts when the educa- 
i tion, skill and competence of the woman employee equals or exceeds t’e educa- 
, tion, skill and competence of the white male engaged in the same oT similar 

j, work. 

(i) To foster an atmosphere in the employment 

situation calculated to harrass, embarrass, humiliate and cause the woman 


aw oresces or 


Roowsow Wairams, employee to “keep her place." 15 
Reovinecaerd Arete 


* 


— 


toes 


(j) To subject female employees to examination of 
social and political ideas; to subject female applicants to questions on birth 


control or family planning; to subject female applicants to questions on 


menstrual cycle during the interview process. 
(k) To maintain surveillance of female employees 
‘ during the normal working day; to remove female employees’ property from 
their work area; to examine any personal property of a female employce in her 
‘ work area. 
(1) To maintain and enforces 4 dress code against 
its women employees. 
(m) To deny arbitrarily a portion of a periodic, 
4 mandated, wage increase to women employees. 
(n) To fail to post pertinent information on pro- 
‘ motion and transfer opportunities in other parts of the company for the bene- 
fit of female employees; to fail to give complete information of promotion 
and/or transfer opportunities when inquiries are made. 
(0) To fail to provide sick leave and other bene- 


| 
| 
- a 
| 


fits to female employees who become pregnant during the course of their employmen 


complaining of illegal, discriminatory practices. 
(q) To intimidate or attempt to intimidate any 
person for having complained of illegal, discriminatory acts. 
: (x) To “blackball" or attempt to “"blackball" any 


person for having complained of illegal, discriminatory acts. 


3. Grant the plaintiff and the class she represents, @ pre~ 


liminary and permanent injunction, enjoining the defendants, their agents, 


‘ 
; 
’ 
' 
‘ 
‘ 


successors, employees, attorneys, and those acting in concert with them and 


(p) To retaliate against women employces for their | 
{ 


at their direction from continuing and maintaining @ny policy, practice, custom 
or usage of denying, abridging, withholding, conditioning, limiting or other- 
wise interfering with the rights of the plaintiff and others similarly 

situated to enjoy equal employment opportunities as secured by Title VII of 

the Civil Rights Act of 1964, as amended. 


4. Grant the plaintir” cad the class she represents a pre~ 
aw crerces OF 
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‘ Liminary and permanent injunction enjoining the defendants, their agents, 


successors, employees, attorneys and those acting in concert with them and at 

' their direction from continuing and maintaining any policy, practice, custom 

} or usage of limiting and depriving plaintiff and the class she represents of 
opportunities for promotion ox taenaled because of sex. 

5. Grant plaintiff Eula Blowers an order requiring the 
defendants to: (a) reinstate plaintiff Blowers to her employment at Lawyers 
Cooperative Publishing Company. (b) Reclassify plaintiff Blowers in a non- ; 

discriminatory classification. (c) Pay plaintiff Blowers on a non-discrimina- 

i tory pay scale. (d) Restore seniority benefits to plaintif{£ Blowers. (e) 

i Pay Eula Blowers back pay at the rate she would have received had she not been 
discriminated against from the time of her employment to the present with 
Lawyers Cooperative Publishing Company. (f) Offer Eula Blowers opportunity 
to participate in management training programs. 

6. Establish a mechanism for the enforcement of the in- 

' junctions, by requiring the defendants to present to the court within 30 days 

! from the issuance of the injunctions, a plan showing precisely and in detail 
how they will comply with the court's order that they cease and desist from 

' policies, practices, customs and usages of discrimination against the plain- 
tiff and members of the class on account of their sex as to compensation, 

' terns, conditions, and privileges of employment; and pursuant thereto, that 
the court order that every woman with an employment contract with the de- 
fendants be paid wages cr salary equivalent to that which they would have 

Y been receiving had they been men. Further, that che court order that every 

li woman with an employment contract with the defenasnts be promoted to the posi- 

\ tion which she would have held nad she been a man. That the court order that 

i every woman with an employment contract with the defendants be awarded back 

pay in the amount of che difference between the wages the woman actually re- 

ceived and the wages the woman would have earned in the absence of illegal 
discrimination against her from the latter of their dates of employment by 


the defendants or the date on which Title VII of the Civil Rights Act of 1964 


took effect. : - Ra 
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* cluding reasonable attorney's fees, 


| by way of example against the defendants 


' wrong 


i the discriminatory, 


— 


= oo —— 


eee = ee, 


sth~ 


7. 


representation of the class as 4 whole. 


Allow plaintifé the costs of the action herein, 


in- 


for the bencfit of the class and for the 


8. Award plaintiff and the members of their class damages 


and the defendants' 


in an amount commensurate with the 


ability to pay- 


9. “Award Eula Blowers $1,000,000 compensatory damages for 


10. Grant such other 


court just and proper. 


unlawful acts of the defendants. i 


and further relief as may appear to this 


i 
' 
Respectfully Submitted, , 
| 
{ 


EMMELYN LOGAN-LALDWIN 

Attorney for Plaintiff 

Office and Post Office Address 
700 Reynolds Arcade 

Rochester, New York 14614 

Tel: 454-1990 
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EQUAL EMPLOYMENT OPPORTUNITY COMMISSION 
1 WEST GENESEE STREET 
BUFFALO, NEW YORK 14202 
(716) 842 - 5170 


Cui 


NOTICE 0 ma TO SUE 
wITiiill 9 xs 


In Case No. TBU3 0046 before the Equal Employment 
Commission, United States Government. 


Eula Blower 
Vv. 
Lawyers Cooperative Publishing Compan 


YOU ARE HEREBY NOTIFIED THAT 


WHEREAS, this Commission has not filed a civil action with 
respect to y.ur charge as provided by section 706s) (1) of 
“Mitle VII of the Civil Rights Act of 1964, as amended , nev. 
2000e et sea; and, 


WHEREAS, this Commission has not entered into conciliation 
agreement to which you are a party; 


THEREF mee pursuant to 6706(F) of Title VII, you may, 
within 90 days of your receipt of this Notice, institute a 
civil action in the United States District Court having 
jurisdiction over your case. 


Should you decide to commence judicial action, you must do so 
within 90 days of the receipt of this letter or you will lose 
your right to sue under iitle Val. 


If you are not represented by counsel and you are unable to 
obtain counsel, the Court may, in its discretion, appoint an 
attorney to represent you. 


Should you have any question concerning your legal rights 
have any difficulty filing your case in court, please call. 


fanrnn om a 
Mr. Kenneth licCullock of this office at (212)26)-3o. 


LLOYD G. beLh 
District Director 


EXHIBIT A 


[Filed 2/21/73] 


UWIITED STATES DISTRICT COURT 
FOR THD WuSTERY DISTRICT OF NEW YORK 


i 
8 
EULA LEE BLOWERS, individually and | 


on behalf of all other persons a 


similarly situatca, NOTICE oF 


x 
Plaintiff, DEPOSITION 


AWYERS COOPLRATIVE PUBLISHING CIV 1973 - 47 
COMPANY, INC., BOWALD BONNET, $ ' ‘ 
CEARLES DONNER and ROBERT FEIN, 


Defendants. 
4 
ED 


PLEASE TAKE NOTICE that defendants will take the 
deposition upon oral examination of plaintiff ECULA LEE BLOWERS, 
pursuant to Federal Rules of Civil Procedure, before a Notary 
* Public or some other officer duly authorized to administer 
oaths on Wednesday, March 14, 1973, at 10:30 A.M., at One 
Exchange Street, Rochester, New York 14603. 
PLEASE TAKE FURTIER NOTICE that plaintiff is required 
.to produce any and all documentary evidence in her possession | 


relating, directly or indirectly, to the issues raised in 


plaintiff's complaint. 


Dated: February 20, 1973 


NIXON, HARGRAVE, DEVANS & DOYLE 


» OL. 3 el ee 


° B. McCrory d . | 
Attcf¢n¢ys for Defendants \ 
One Exchange Street . 


Rochester, New York 14603 
716-546-8000 


TO: EMMELYN LOGAN-BALDWIN 
Attorney for Plaintiff 
700 Reynolds Arcace Building 
Rochestor, New York 14614 ° . 20 


[Filed 2/26/73] 


ts UNITED SYATES DISTRICT COURT 
' FORK THE WESTERN DLoTRICr Ov New YORK 
———— 
~e 
'' EULA LEE BLOWERS, individually and on 
‘pohalf of all other persons similarly CIVIL ACTION 
j sit-ated, C1V-19 73-47 
Plaintiff, 


FIRST 
INTERROCATOR 


No. 


RATIVE PUBLISHING COMPANY, PROFOU:DED BY 


BENNEPL, CHARLES CONNOR, and DEFENDANT 


Defendant. 


EMMELYN LOGAN-BALDWIN, £SQ. 


~ ae 
Attorney for Plaintiff 
Office Address: 

700 Reynolds Arcade Building 
Rochester, licw York 14614 


Defendant requests that plaintiff answer under oath 
4n accordance with FRCP 33 the following interrogatories. 
These interrogatories shall be deemed continuing 
‘and shall be supplemented when necessary to reflect events 
‘ occurring, and information becoming available subsequent to 
the filing of initial answers. Plaintiff is requested to 
i answer cach perbion of each inguiry to the extent there is 


l' no specific objection to each such portion. 


! DEFINITIONS : 
"You" or "your" shall mean the plaintiff. 
As used herein, "identify" and "state the 
identity of," when used in reference to: 


1. document shall mean to state the date, au- 


‘thor, sender, recipient, type of document (i.e., a letter, 


telerram, memorandum, book, chart, etc.) or other means of 


Jdentifyiag it, and its present location or custodian, and 


jn the case of a document within the possession, custody or 


» control of the plaintiff, whether plaintiff will make it 


' available to defendant's attorneys for inspection and/or 


copying; and in the case of a document that was, but is no 
' doncer, in the possession, custody, or control of plaintiff, 
what disposition was made of it; 

2. communication or communications shall mean to 
state the date, communicator, communicatec, any other person 
present ¢ * overhearing the communication, and the nature of 

. the communications, and shall include any vral, written or 
‘ visual contact between tio or more persons wherein any infor- 
mation or document was exchanged between two or more persons; 

3. data shall mean any document or communication 

! as defined above and as referred to in the instructfons. 
i, source sliall mean to state each of 1, 2 and 3 
' above which relate to the topic being inquired about; 

5. person shall mean an individual, firm, partner- 
ship, corporation, proprictorship, joint venture, association, 
governmental bureau, branch, or agency, or any other organizaticn 

In cach ‘ e shall state the full name 
and present or last-known address of the person as defined, and. 
the present or last-known position or job classification and 

. business affillation of an ‘*ndividual. 
6. Employee shail include present and former 
employees of Defendant Lawyers Cooperative Publishing Company, 
‘ Inc. and shall mean to state the full name, present or last 
known address, and present or last known position or job 
" Classification of the employee. If the employer is a former 
: employee, the present employer of the employee shall also be 
Y stated. 
As used herein, “relating to" means in any way, 


Airectly or indirectly, concerning, referring, or relati 3s 


22 


to, analy“ilug, considering, supporting, qualifying, or 
negating. 

D. “Date" shall mean the exact day, month and 
year if ascertainable, or if not, the bes! approximation. 

E. "Place" shall mean the exact location, if asccr- 
'tainable, within a building, which shall also be identified, or 
‘any other location if applicable and ascertainable or if not, 
the best approxfmation. . e 

F. "Defendants" as used shall include the plural as 
‘well as the singular. If your response to any interrogatory 
‘refers to less than all of the Defendants, the particular De 
: fendant (s) referred to in your response shall be specified by 
name. 


Instructions 


In answering each of the following interrogatorics you 


are requested to identify all data relied upon by you in 


- answer to zach part, paragraph, or subparagraph .hercof. 


Interroratories 
%. With respect to paragraph 14 of your complaint: 
(a) Identify all females who have applied, 

sought in any manner, or have mentioned 
a desire, for employment in the job classifi- 
cations set forth in said paragraph. 
For all such females named in answer to sub- 
paragraph (1)(a) above, set forth: 
1. the date and place where such application 
or expression secking such employment was 
made. 
2. the person(s) to whom such application 


or expression secking guch employment was made. 
60 


3. the specific response to such applicntion 
or ¢xpression seeking such employment piven by 


any officer or agent of Defendant(s) herein. 


sought in any way to discourare females 
from holding jobs in the categories included 
a 


in said pararfraph. 


Identify each female employce of Defendant 


Lawyers Cooperative Publishing Company who 


has a lower job classification than a male 
employee of Defendant Lawyers Cocy.crative 
Publishing Company yet who performs the same 
duties as such male employee. Identify each 
male employee cited for such comparison. 
Identify each female employee of Defendant 
Lawyers Cooperative Publishing Company who 
has a lower rate of pay than a male employee 
of Defendant Lawyers Cooverative Publishine 
Company yet who performs the same duties as 
Buch male employce. Identify each male cm- 
Pployce cited for such comparison. 

Identify each female employee of Defendant 
Lav:yers Cooperative Publishing Com any «ho 
has a lower job classification than a male 
employce of Defendant Lawyers Cooperative 
Publishing Co:pany yet who performs "simila: 
duties as such male employee. Identify cac' 
male employee cited for such comparison. 

For cach fenale identified in response to 
Subparagraph (1)@£) above, set forth in detail 


Ve sdatlarity betwee the job the fe. sle 


oe ee 


(h) identify each female employce of Defendant 


‘Lawyers Cooperative Publishing Company who 


has a lower rate of pay than a male employce 


of Derendant Lawyers Cooncrative Publishing 


Company yet who performs "similar" duties as 


such male employee. Identify each inale 


employee cited for such comparison. 


e 


(4) For each female identified in response to 


subparacraph (1)(h) above, set forth in 


detail the similarity between the job the 


female performs and the job the male performs. 


With respect to paragraph 15 of your complaint: 


(a) Identify cach low, menial job classification 


maintained by Defendant Lawyers Cooperative 


Publishing Company that requires persons in 


such classification to perferm work of "high, 


technical and professional caliber and classi- 


fication," 


(vb) With respect to each job classification sect 


oad 


above, state with particularity: 


1. 
2. 


(c) Identify any communication that sets or set 


forth by you in response to subparagraph 2(a), 


| 

{ 

i 
the profession :'eferred to therein. ! 
| 
the ‘ob requirements that are "high" 


ar’ "tech, ieal." oe ae 
3 
tf 
Pe 


forth: 


ae 


the policy or policies refered to by 
you in said paragraph. 

the practice or practices referred t) by 
you in said paragraph. 

the custom or customs, referred tu by you 


in said paragraphs e 
20 


4, the usare or usages referred to by you in 
said paragraph. 
Identify each female employee of Defendant 
Lawyers Cooperative Publishing Company, except 
yourself, who has been affected by the per- 
sonnel action, or the type of personnel action, 
set forth by you in said paragraph. 
respect to paragraph 16 of your complaint: 
Identify the nies in Defendant Lawyers 
Cooperative Publishing Company's job classifi- 
cations referred to by you in said paragraph 
as those "certain jobs in their job classifi- 
cations [filled with] women employees". 
Identify the women employees of Defendant 
Lavyers Cooperative Publishing Company who 


are "docile". 


— eee 


Identify the ccmmunication or communications 
that set forth or relate in any way to Defen- 
dant Lawyers Cooperative Publishing Company's 


design of "recruiting...women who will work 


i] 


| 
| 


for substandard wages and be docile." 
Identify all "departments" of Defendant Lauyers 
Cooperative Publishing Company where there hier’ 
never been nor is there now a male employee. 
For cach department set forth by you in re- 
sponse to subparagraph (2)(d) above, identif 
each communication by any female that was er -- 
culated or otherwise intended to be a requc ‘t 
in any form seeking to obtain a job in anv of 


said departments. 


4K, With respect to paragraph 17 of your compli cnt: 
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e €xaminatio 


Identify each communication by Defendant Lavyers 


‘Cooperative Publishing Company which sets forth 


the recruitment policy, practice, custom und 
usage referred to by you in said paragraph. 
Identify each woman employee of Defendant 
Lavyers Cooperative Publishing Company, ex- 
cluding, yourself, who was hired for the "low 
paying, menial jobs with little or no career, 
Supervisory or managerial potential" as re- 
ferred to by you in said paragraph. 

For each of the indivi‘duals named in response 

to subparagraph (4)(b), above, set forth the jcb 
or job title into which said individual was hired. 
respect to paragraph 18 of your complaint: 
Identify each woman employee of Detendent 
Lavyers Cooperative Publishing Company, ex- 
cluding yourself, who was or has been excluded 
from training programs while men of equivalent 
or less education and skills have been en- 
rolled in said training programs. 


| 
With respect to women identified in response 


to subparagraph (5)(a) above, identify each male 
f 
employce of Lawyers Cooperative Publishing 


Company who did attend said training programs ° 


instead of the woman employee identified in . 


Subparagraph (5)(a) above. 

Identify each male employee who finished a 
training program with a job classification 
not customarily granted a female who was 


enrolicd in the same training program, 
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Identify for exch vale cmployee identitied in 
response to subparayraph ($)(c), above, tic Job 
Classification yranted to him at the finish 


of said training progrém or pronrams. 


6. With respect to paragraph 19 of your complaint: 
3 (a) set forth the jobs you referred to as 
"career, supervisory and manarcrial oriented." 
(b) Set forth the jobs which are “low paying 
and of menial nature and without carcer, 
supervisory or manarerfal potential." 
With respect to paragraph 20 of your complaint: 


(a) 


Identify each woman employee of Defendant 


Lawyers Coonerative Publishing Company who 


has been denied a transfer or promotion to 


which they were entitled. 
With respect to each woman employee identified 
in response ‘to subparagraph (7)(a), above, set 


forth why each woman employee was entitled to 


promotion or transfer. 


(c) Identify cach communication of the Defendants 


which set forth the transfer or promotion 
‘ 


i 
policy referred to by you in said paragraph. 
8. With respect to paragraph 21 of your complaint: 
Identify each woman employee of Defendant 
Lawyers Cooperative Publishing Company who does 


the same work as a male employec yct is paid* 


less for such work. Identify each male 
° employee cited for comparison. 
(b) Identify cach woman employee who performs 


similar work as a male employee of Defend..nt 
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Luwyers Cooperative Publishing Company yer 


receives less pay for such work. Identify | 
each male employee cited for comnarison. 

(c) With respect to all woman employees identifice 

in response to subparagraph (8)(b), above, set 
forth why said work of the female 4s similar 


to the work of the male. 


! 
| 
(ad) Identify all communications which refer to the 
policy, practice, custom and usage of Defendant 
" ‘taers Cooperative Publishing Company referred 
to by you in said parajsraph. 
9. With respect to paragraph 22 of your complaint: 

(a) Identify each woman employee, other than 
yourself, of Defendant Lawyers Cooperative 
Publishing Company, who was, has been, or is 

being harrassed by Defendants and thereby 


caused to "keep her place" as referred to in 


said paragraph. 
(b) Identify each woman employce cl Defendant 
Lawyers Cooperative Publishing Company, other 
han yourself, who was, has been, or is being’ 
embarrassed ty Defendants and thereby caused 
to “keep her place" as referred to in said : 
; ¥ 
4! 
' 


(c) Identify cach womzn employee of Defendant Law: ers 


naragriz ph. 


Cooperative Publishing Company, other than 


i yourself, who was, has been, or is being “ 


"cep her place" ac referred to in said pari ‘ravh. 
(d) Identify cach comnnication which dissemin: ed 


the Defendant's policy, practice, custom 
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. humittated by Defendants and thereby caused 


usage of fostering the atmosphere of harrassinent, 
embi -assment, or humiliation as referred to in 
said paragraph. 

10. With reference to paragraph 23 of your complaint: 

(a) Identify each communication.wherein any 
prospective female employce of Defendant 
Lawyers Cooperative Publishing Company was 
asked a question which was “calculated to 

“agso0late persons who have notatne but compictely 
conventional social and political ideas" as 
referred to in said paragraph. 

(b) Identify each communication with any female 
employce of Defendant Lawyers Coonerative Pub- 
lishing Company wherein any or ¢t.¢ qu7stions 
referred to in said paragrapr ‘vere as' pa 

(ce) Identify all communications by Defendants which 
4ndicated in/any way any view regi ing child- 
bearing by employees of Defendant Lawyers 
Cooperative Publishing Company. 


ll. With respect to paragraph 24 of your complaint: 


(a) Identify each communication which restricted oF 


tended to restrict the movement of women em- 
ployees 11 and among the buildings of Defendant 
Lawyers Cooperative Publishing Company which 
were applicd to women but were not applicd to. 
men, s 
(b) Identify al sormunications which would Jead 
a female employee “to believe that comnany 
personnel are watching all of her move: as 


referred to in said para craph. 
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Identify cach female employee who helley 
that company personnel are "watching at) of 
her moves" as referred to in s#id pins 


With respect to individuals identified jn 


response to subparegreph (11)(c), above, state 


with particularity the time and place that 
such employee formed her belicf. 
Identify all communications which expressed 
eny opinion of Defendants as to any nostecrs, 
signs or notes that may have. appeared or or 
in an employee's work area as referred to in 
said paragraph. 
Identify each woman employee of Defendant 
Lawyers Cooperative Publishing Company whose 
"personal, private property in their desk" 
was examined by Company agents as referred to 
in said paragraph. 
Give the date, time, and place each woman 
employee named in response to subparagraph (11)(f) 
above, was subjected to such examination as 
referred to in said paragrapfn. 
respect to paragraph 25 of your complaint: 
Identify each communication from Derendants 
that cxpressed a dress code which in its 
entirety applied only to women cmployees. 
13. With respect to paragraph 26 of your complaint: 
(a) Identif:; each "periodic, mandated, wage in- 
crease" as referred to in said pararfraph 
which was arbitrarily denicd to women em- 
ployces. 


(b) . Identify cach comnunication from Defendants 


16. 


which set forth the policy with respect to 
women employces that arbitrarily denies 
periodic wae increases as referred to in 
said paragraph. 3 

With respect to paragraph 27 of your complaint 

identify each communication wherein male employees 

were routinely given information on opportunitlics 

for promotion or transfer. 

With regard to Paragraph 29 ®f your Complaint: 

(a) Identify each woman employee of Defendant 
Lawyers Cooperative Publishing Company, 
other than ycurself, who has been retaliated 
against for complaining of any allegedly 
discrimanutory practices of Defendants as 
referred to in said paragraph, 
With respect to any individuals identified 
in response to subparagraph (a>. above, 
identify cach retaliatory communication 
directed against any such individual. 


(c) Identify all communications which set forth 


1 
the policy, practice, custom and usage of 


With respect to paragraph 32 of your coinplaint: 

(a) Identify cach communication which referred 
to a policy, practice, custom and usage of 
intimidation as referred to in said para- 
graph. 
Identify cach female employee of Defendant 
Lawyers Cooperative Publishing Company who 
was or has been intimidated as referred to 


in said poragevaph, 


(c) 


(b) 

' (c) 

_ (a) 
' ‘ 

18. With 

(a) 
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With respect to all individuals named in 

response to subparagraph (16)(b), above, identify 
each communication which attempted to intimidate 
or serve to intimidate such individual as 
referred t>2 in your complaint. 

respect to paragraph 41 of your complaint: 
Identify each woman employee who Defendants 

have attempted to "blackball" as referred 

to in said paragraph. * 

With respect to each individual named in 
answer to subparagraph (17)(a), above, identify 
@ll communications which were designed to 

or did in fact lead to such a "blackball" 

as referred to in said paragraph. 

Identify each former employee of Defendant 
Lawyers Cooperative Publishing Company who 

has not been’ “successful in securing other 
employment in her field in the Rochester 

area" because of Defendant's "blackball" 

as referred to in said parapranph. 
Identify each communication which set forth 

the "policy, custom, practice and usage of 
attempting to 'blackball'" by Defendant 
Lawycrs Cooperative Publishing Company as 
referred to in said paragraph. 

respect to paragraph 43 of your complaint: ‘ 
Identify each communication by Defendants 
which had the effect, purpose and intent to 
limit female workers as referred to in sali 


poragraph,. 


Identify cach communication by Defendants 
whose effect, purpose and intent was to 
segrepyate female workers of Defendant Lawyers 
Cooperative Publishing, Company as referred 
to in said purarraph. 
Identify each communication by Defendant 
Lawyers Cooperative Publishing Company which 
had the effect, purpose and intent to 

, 
classify female workers of Lawyers Coopera- 
tive Publishing Company as referred to in 
said paragraph. 
Identify each communication by defendants 
which had the effect, purpose and intent 
of discriminating against female workers 
of Lawy .rs Cooperative Publishing Company 


as referred to in said paragraph. 


Respectfully submitted, this 22nd 
day of February, 1973. 


Nixon, Hargrave, Devans &£ Doyle 


By “amen C Nbisc intel 


James Hh. Movgenstern 


Attorneys for Defendants 
Address and P.O. Address 
One Exchanre Street 
Rochester, New York 14603 
(716) 546-8000 
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Filed 2/27/73 
J UNTIED STATES DISTRICT COURT (27/73) 
{FOR THE WESTERN DISTRICT OF NEW YORK 
| 


iT 

i EULA LEE BLOWERS, individually and 
Jon behalf of all other persons 

| similarly situated, 


Plaintiff 


: CROSS NOTICE OF 
vs. ; 


DEPOSITION 


‘LAWYERS COOPERATIVE PUBLISHTNG COMPANY, INC., 
|! DONALD BENNETT, CIARLES DONNER and CIV 1973 --47 
i ROBERT FEIN, 


Defendants 
1, 


PLEASE TAKE NOTICE that the plaintiff will take the depositions 


upon oral examination of the defendants and/or agents and/or employees of the 


defendants, Charles Donner, Donald Bennett, Pat Lippa, Frances LaDelfa, wnrose 


— 


taddresses are One Aqueduct Street, Rochester, New York and Robert Fein whose 


‘address is 1 Ten Eyke Circle, Pittsford, New York, pursuant to Federal Rules 


—- 


of Civil Procedure, before a notary public or some other officer duly authorized 


‘to administer oaths on Wednesday, March 14, 1973 at 10:30 A.M., and successive 


‘dates until completion of depositions at One Exchange Strect, Rochester, ‘ew 


‘York 14603. 


PLEASE TAKE FURTHER NOTICE that the defendants and/or agents and/or 


employees of the defendants are requirea to prod'-e any and all documentary 


i 
ee ——— 


evidence in their possession relating directly or indirectly, to the issues 


‘"\raised in plaintiff's complaint. 


tAw offices OF 


‘| Ropimcon, Wiultams 
1 ROOINSON AND 

|, AMCELOFF 
ce “¥ 


= ae. 


} 
DATE: February 23, 1973 LLLLELA, Aue $= hd fs) 
i BMMELYN LOGAf.7 oALDW Lik ; ee 
Attorney for’Plainciff 
Office and Post Office Address 
700 Reynolds Arcade 
Rochester, New York 14614 
Telephone (716) 454 1990 


NIXON, HARGRAVE, -DEVANS & DOYLE 
John B. McCrory of Counsel 
Attorneys for defendants 

One Exchange Street 

Rochester, New York 

Telephone (716) 546 8000 


re 


[Filed 3/23/73] 


VAITED STATES DISTRICT COURT 
FOX Tk WESTERN DISTRICT OF NEW YORZ 


lr 


EULA LEE BLOWERS, individually and on behalf 
of all otner persons similarly situated # 
50 Joanne vrive ; 

kKochester, Wew York * 


Plaintiff 
vs. 


LAWYERS COOPERATIVE PUBL 
One Aqueduct Street, Roche 
DONALD BEiINETT, 

One Aqueduct Street, Rochester, New York 
CHARLES DOwdilik 

One Aqueduct Street, Rochester, New York 
RO°2RT FELN 


ISHING COMPANY, INC. NOTICE OF iWOTIO? 
ester, New York 


Rochester, New York 


Defendants 


amen TID 


PLEASE TAKE NOTICE THAT upon the plaintiff's summons and 


- - ve weed 


complaint, the defendants' answer, the defendants" Notice of 
Deposition, the plaintiff's Cross Notice of Deposition and the 
defendants' First Interrogatories, and the affidavit o Ermelyn 
Logan-Baldwin, Esquire, duly sworn,March 22, 1973, the plaintiff 
will move at a motion term of this court to be held at the 
Federal Building. Church and Fitzhugh Streets, Rochester, New 
York at 10:00 a.m. or soon thereafter as counse. can be heard on’ 
the 26th day ofMarch., 1973 for an order compelling the defendants 
to appear for depositions pursuant to the Notice of Deposition 
duly served on defendants by plaintiff, fer a protective order o: 
the court directing the deposition of plaintiff Eula Blowers sha. 
be conducted with no one present except the plaintiff, the 
attorneys for the parties, and the officer taking the depositic.:, 


and an order granting the plaintiff an extension of time in 


ae 


Which to answer the Firs 


after the defe 


ndants have appeared for depositions duly 


and produced documents duly requested. 


DATE: MARCH 22, 1973 Jul 
Attorney ft: plaintirsr 
19 Arnold Park t 
Rochester, New York 14607 
442-4150 (Area code 716) 


NIXON, HARGRAVE, DEVANS & DOYLE 

John B. McCrory, Esquire, Of Counsel 
One Exchange Street 

Rochester, New York 

Attorney for defendants 


UNITED STATES DISTRICT COUR? 

FOR THe WESTERN] DISTRICT OF NEW YORK 
SC 
EULA LEE BLOWERS, individually and on behalr 
of all other persons Similarly situated # 
50 Joanne Drive 

Rochester, New York * 


Plaintirr 
vs. 


LAWYERS COOPERATIVE PUBLISHING COMPANY, INC. 
One Aque 7b ovreet, Rochester, New York 
DONALD BENNETT, 
One Aqued Rochester, New York 
CHARLES INNER MOTION 
Aq Street, Rochester, New York 
Rochester, New York 


Defendants 


ee 


STATE “F NEW YORK ) 
COUNTY OF MONROE ) Ss: 
CITY OF ROCHESTER ) 

EMMELYN LOGAN-BALDWIN, being duly sworn, according to law 
deposes and says: 

1. I am an attorney and counselor at law duly liscensed tx 
practice my profession in the State of New York and duly admitted 
to the Bar of the United States District Court for the Western 


‘ 
District of wew York. My offices are located at 19 Arnold Park, 
‘ 


Rochester, New York. I am the attorney for the plaintiff in sais 
action. This affidavit is submitted by me in support of the 
plaintiff's motion to compel attendance at depositions, to direct 
that the deposition ofr Plaintiff be taken with no person present 


except the plaintiff, the attorneys for the Parties, and the pe:-sor 


transcribing testimony and to extend the time for the plaintiff to 


answer defendants' First Interrogatories until defendants hav 
‘appeared for depositions duly noticed and produced documents duly 


requested. 


2. This lawsuit is brought pursuant to Title VII.of the Civ: 
Rights Act of 1964. This action is one to secure the protection 
of and to redress deprivation of rights to fair and equal em- 
ployment opportunities secured by 42USC Section 2000(e)et seq 
and 42USC Section 1981. Plaintiff claims that the defendants 
maintain a policy, practice, custom and usage of (a) discrimina- 
ting against the plaintiff and other persons similarly situated 
because of sex with respect to compensation, terms, conditions 
and privileges of employment and (db) limiting, segregating and 
classifying employees of the defendant Lawyers Cooperative Pub- 
lishing Company, in ways which deprive and have deprived the 
plaintifr and other persons similarly situated of equal employ- 
ment opportunities and otherwise adversely affect their status 


as employees because of sex. In one specific allegation, among 


ore eee RS De 


others, plaintiff contends that she was fired from a position as 
supervisor of -the Advance Reading Department at Lawyers Coopera- 
tive Publishing Company on December 3, 1971 by the defendants 

in retaliation egainst her for having complained of the defendant: 
actions denying her and other persons similarly situated, equal 
terms, conditions and privileges of employment and because of 


plaintiff Blowers having called to the attention of the defendant: 


| 
| 
| 


certain unlawful, discriminatory practices of the company and be- 
cause of plaintiff Blowers not having caken’ action against - employte 
under her supervision who had also complained of certain unlawfull 
discriminatory practices of the defendants Lawyers Cooperativ 
Publishing Company. | 

_3. The summons and complaint in this action were server on 
all defendants on February 1, 1973. On or about February 20 
1973, defendants served their answer on atearany for plaintiff 
consisting of a general denial of plaintiff's allegations. With 
the service of defendants' answer, defendants served on attorney 


for plaintiff a Notice of Deposition, a copy of which 4. attached 


hereto and made a part as Exhibit A. 
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4, On February 23, 1973, defendants served on attorney 
plaintiffs First Interrogatories propounded by defendants, a ccpy 
of which is attached hereto and made a part hereof as Exhibit 3B. 

5. On February 23, 1973, plaintiff served Cross Notice of 
Deposition, a copy of which is attached hereto and made a part 
hereof as Exhibit C. Plaintiff's notice for . depositions requirge 
the presence of defendants, agents of defendants and employees of 
defenaants directly involved in plaintiff's complaint. The 
notice further required the defendants, agents and/or employees 
to produce any and all documentary evidence in their possession 
relating directly or indirectly to the issues raised in theNwom- 
piaint. 


6. In advance of tne date for the Examinations Before Tria., 


of the order in which attorney for plaintiff wished to conduct 
the examinations of the defendants and advised the attorney for 
the defendants of specific documents in the defendants' possessio 
which plaintiff considered relevant and which plaintiff was ex- 
pecting be produced by the defendants at the Examination Be/ore 
Trial. A copy of plaintiff's attorney's letter to defendants ' 
attorney is attached hereto und made a part hereof as Exhibit D 
7. By the terms of plaintiff's attorney's notice for oral 
depositions, and by the communications from plaintiff's attorney 
to defendants' attorney, plaintiff put defendants' attorney on 
notice that plaintiffs were ready to proceed beginning March 15, 
1973 at 10:30 a.m. and continuing in consecutive days until con- 
clusion ‘of the initial examinations of defendants, agents of 


defendants or employees of defendants, Charles Donner, Donald 


attorney for plaintiff notified attorney for defendants by : 
‘ 


Bennett, Pat Lippa, Fran LaDolpha and Robert Fein. 
8. On March 14, 1973, plaintiff and deponent duly appeared 
at tne office of defendants' attorneys to begin the examination of 


Pluintiff Eula Blowers pursuant to notice. During the course of 


-§. 


the examination of plaintiff Blowers which continued from 19:33 
a.m.to 5:00 p.m. with a break between 12:30 and 2:00 for lunci., 
deponent inquired of attorney for defendants of the anticipated 
time for tne completion of the oral examination of plaintiff 


Blowers. Attorney for defendants indicated to deponent that he 


would require “about six days" of testimony from plaintiff Blowe:};. 


9. At about 5:00 p.m. on March 14, 1973, attorney for de- 


fendants announced that he had concluded his examination of 
plaintiff Blowers that day and that he would then proceed to set 
an adjourned date for the continuation of plaintiff Blowers' 
testimony. Deponent informed attorney for defendants that she wa 
ready to proceed, as indicated pursuant to her notice of examina- 
tion and the information in her letter to attorney for defendants 
and that therefore, the examination should continue on March 15th. 


and 16th and whatever successive Cays were needed to complete 


ee ee 


the initial examinations. 

10. Attorney for defendants maintained that since he servec 
his notice of examination first and since he had not completed 
his examination of plaintiff Blowers and was unavailable to com- 
plete the examination of plaintiff Blowers in successive days 
that plaintiffs must neccessarily wait his completion of the 
examinat...n of ¢ aintiff Blowers before any examination of the 
defencants could proceed. ; 

ll. Deponent took repeated exception to defendants’ att ornce 

_ position but defendants attorney refused to proceed with the 
examinations except upon his own terms. Defendants attorney 
even advised 
at the examination before trial of the defendants the relevant 
items in the defendants possession which deponent had specifica. 
requested defendants make available at the Examinations Before 
Trial. Defendants enuness maintained that deponent would have 
to proceed to the business offices of the defendants after giv! 
av 


twenty-four hours advance notice and inspect and copy, 
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per page, ary of the materials requested in deponent's aerangd 
“ and which the defendants might furnish if they judged thes relevant. 
12. The only arrangement Which attorney for defendants 
- would make was the Scheduling of a new date, at his convenience, 
for the continuation of the plaintiff Blowers oral deposition. 
Deponent Subsequently notified attorney for defendants that she 
would produce plaintiff Blowers for the continuation of plaintiff 
Blowers' examination at the Suggested date by defendants! attorney}; 
deponent again took exception to defendants' attorney's refusal 
to proceed with the examinations as noticed. Copy of deponent's 
letter is attached hereto and made a part hereof as Exhibit E. 
13. Deponent has just been notified by attorney for de- 
fendants that his newly scheduled date for the continuation of 
the Blowers examination is no longer convenient. A copy of 
defendants! attorney's letter is attached hereto and made a part 
hereof as Exhibit F. ! . 
14. Defendants' attorney's refusal to proceed with the 
. examinations pursuant to the notice of examination is in direct 
defiance of Rule 26 of the Federal Rules of Civil Procedure, Sub- 
section d, which provides "Unless the court upon motion, for the 
convenience of parties and witnesses and in the interest of Jjus- 
tice, orders otherwise, methods of discovery may be used in any 
sequence and’ the fact that a party is conducting discovery, 
whether by deposition or otherwise, shall not operate to delay 
any other party's discovery." 
15. Defendants cannot delay plaintiff's proceeding wit} 
+ discovery to which plaintiff is entitled until defendants feel 
that they have completed the examination of plaintiff. It is 
deponent's belief that the defendants intend to inordinantly de-'’ 
lay and frustrate the discovery by plaintirr by postponing, re- 
* scheduling and scheduling plaintiff's examination. Plaintiff has 
a right to proceed Simultaneously with discovery and plaintirr 
> accordingly requests an order compelling the defendants to be pro- 


duced ror the purposes of oral depositions beginning March 27, 1% 


i) 7) 
G2 
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und to be available for consecutiv isiness days thereafter unti: , 
o tne completion of the initial exaninations of Charles Donner, ! 
M . Donald Bennett, Pat Lippa, Fran LaDolpha and Robert Fein. Plaintilff 

requests that the court's order direct that the depositions be ry 
held at deponent's office, 19 Arnold Park, Rochester, New York. 
16. Request is also made for an order of the court 
directing the defendants to produce at the Examinations Before 
Trial the materials requested in the Cross Notice for Deposition 
and particularly itemized to the defendants in advance of the 
commencement of the scheduled Examinations Before Trial by de- 
ponent's letter to cefendant's attorney dated March 13 , 1973 
Exhibit D herein. 
| 17. The failure of the defendants to produce the docu- 
ments requested in the notices to the defendants is in direct 
is defiance of Rule 36(b)5 wnich provides that on the notice of oral 
deposition to a party denonent, request may also be made for the 
production of document: and tangible materials at the taking of 
the deposition. Parties noticed for depositions by plaintiff on 
: March 14, 1973 include Charles Donner, Donald Bennett, Robert 
Fein and Lawyers Cooperative Publishing Company. 
18. The exanination of plaintiff Blowers has proceeded 


under the most exasperating circumstances which deponent believes 


= ee eee ae eee 


are calculated to annoy and harass the plaintiff. In spite of , 
deponent's efforts to object to these circumstances, attorney for 
defendants maintains that he will conduct "his examination aa 
way he warts." Plaintiff therefore requests a protective orde. 
pursuant to Rule 26(c) of the Federal Rules of Civil Procedure, 
19. While attorney for defendants has refused to ma 
the defendants and witnesses notiess for depositions availabl ; 
to testify pursuant to plaintiff's notice for deposition, attorne: 


for defendants has insisted upon the presence of defendants 


ob cl 


———— = oe 


rs 


Charles Donner and Donald Bennett at the examination of plaintiff 
Blowers. Defendants' counsel maintains that no one has the right 
to exciude a party from any examination. Over deponent's con- 
tinued objection on March 14, 1973, defendants! attorney finally 
agreed to remove from the examination room a non-party witness 
which defendants' attorney had present soley for the purpose of 
1aistening to plaintiff Blowers' testimony. At. the afternoon 
session of the examination of plaintiff Blowers, defendants’ 
attorney had present in the examination room persons which he 


would only identify, after persistent questioning from deponent, 


‘as "persons who were trying to decide whether they wanted to 


become lawyers." Attorney for defendants engaged in constant 
badgering of plaintifi Blowers during her testimony, over objection 
of deponent; defendants' attorney had present throughout the 
examination of plaintiff Blowers another lawyer associated with 

his law firm who was seated across from plaintiff Blowers and 
engaged in making of distracting movements anc gestures, particu- 
larly during the afternoon session of Blowers' examination. 

20. Throughout the examination of plaintiff Biowers, de- 
fendants Donner ard Bennett took notes on plaintiff's testimony. 
The refusal of defendants' attorney to produce his clients for 
examination pursuant to notice and to produce documents dly re- 
quested to be produced and his insistence upon the presence of 
parties aut plaintiff's examinations amounts to a concerted effort 
by the defendants to prevent any discovery by the plaintiff prior 
to the defendants having made a complete record of plaintiff's 
testimony and examined all of plaintiff's documents. Defendants 
are attempting to inordinantly delay the preparation of plaintiff'} 
care while preparing their case in response with full knowledge -* 
of the testimony and exhibits. 

21. The ends of justice will be defeated if the de- 


iendants are allowed to proceed as they have in total disregard of 


« east atc FT ea) PL see Weedon “2 “os s cane a Se ee” 


wed 


the Federal Rules of Civil Procedure. Defendants should not be 
allowed to prepare their case tailored in response to the plain- 
tiff's case. There are a number of incidents and transactions at 
dssue in this lawsuit which transpired between plaintiff Blowers 
and defendants Donner and Bennett. It is a long-recognized 


princi that courts in the interest of insuring truthful, ob- 


jective and accurate testimony of witnesses and parties can se- 
quester persons until the completion of the sworn testimony. 
Therefore, request is made pursuant to Federal Rule of Civil 
Procedure 26(c)(5) that the further examination of plaintiff 
Blowers be ccnuucted only with the presence of the plaintiff, the 
lawyer for the cefendants, the person transcribing the deposition, 
and deporent. ; 
¢2. The defiance by the defendants of the Federal Rules 
i of Civil Procedure in refusing to proceed with depositions duly 
noticed and to produce documents duly requested has denies the 
' plaintiff the discovery to which she is entitled and has rendered 
tmppssible.the plaintiff's response to defendants First Interrofra- 
tories served on plaintiff February 23, 1973. Request is hereby 
. ; made, therefore, for an order of the court extending the time in 
| | which plaintiff may answer or object to defendants' First Inter- 
rogatories to a time subsequent to the court's order directing 
the defendants to be present for depositions and produce docu- 
ments duly requested. 
; , 23. The detailed responses requested of the plaintiff 
in defendants' First Interrogatories require plaintiff's having 
er ° aceess to the documents which have been duly demanded pursuant to 
notice previously and which are jin defendants' exclusive possessidn. 
,° | For example, in Interrogatory I (a), the defendants request the ° 
plaintiff to 4dentify all females who have applied, sought in any 
manner, or have mentioned a desire, for employment in the job 


classifications of Purchasing Agent, Accountant, Computer Li- 


Le 


su 


ss 


brarian, Truck Driver, Pressman, Managing Editor, Professional 

. Interviewer, Printing Personnel, Systems Analyst, certain machine 
operators, all managerial positions and all positions above 
managerial level. The Job requisitions, the transfer application: 
and other materials which might be existent to Specify the infor- 
mation requested by the defendants is within the defendants' ex- 
clusive possession and defendants have denied plaintiff her law- 
ful access to tnat information. 

24. For the foregoing reasons, plaintiff requests that 

the court gra.* plaintiff's application for the orders herein 


requested. 


Sworn to before me this 
ad 
on day of March, 1973 


eee, fw AL 


JUOITH ¥ SATTON 
Fotery Pulhe it the ve of Now Tor 


Montoe _ 
: My Commission Expwes feck 30, nas 


Exhibit A is reproduced sup: eat p. 20 


, Exhibit B is reproduced supra at p. 21 


_ Exhibit C is reproduced supra at p. 35 
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; : Exhibit D 


ROBINSON, WILLIAMS, ROBINSON & ANGELOFF 


TENS. AOMNSOM ATTORNEYS AND COUNSELORS AT LAW 
PUTCHERL T. WILLIAMS 
CHAD ROBINSON 700 REYNOLDS ARCACE BUILDING 
r 
jena en ROCHESTER. N. Y. 14614 ae 
EMMELYN S. LOGAN BALOWIN 464-1990 
COWIN MOOCAHT SCHULMAN ARTA COCE 716 


March 13, 1973 


John B. McCrory, Esq. 

Nixon, Hargrave, Devans & Doyle 
One Exchange Street 

Rochester, New York 14614 


Re: Blowers vs. Lawyers Cooperative 
ie Publishing Company et Als.-- 
Federal Court action 


Dear Mr. McCrory: 


In regard to the examinations before trial that we 
will begin in the above noted case tomorrow and with respect to 
my cross notice of examination and demand for documents, I am 
expecting that the defendants will have available at the exami- 

. nation before trial for my inspection and copying at least the 
| following documents: 


: 1. All EFO-1 reports prepared and filed by Lawyers 

e Cooperative Publishing Company. 

2. All writ:en materials of whatever nature in con- 
nection with the LCP policy on exempt employces. 

3. All written materials of LCP in counection with 
the LCP policy as it pertains to non-exempt 
employees. 

4. Entire personnel record of Eula Lee Blowers. 

5. Entire personnel record of Charles Donner. 

6. The health record that Lawyers Cooperative 
Publishing Company maintains on its employees, 
specifically Eula Blowers. 

7. Any ‘icp written employee rules of whatever nature 
or description for the last five years. 

; 8. All notes, memorandums or writings of any nature 
whatsoever outlining the Lawyers Cooperative Pub- 
lishing Company policy on scverance payments and 
other benefics aiforded to company employees on 
termination. 


9, Forms or any writing of any nature whatsoever used 
by Lawyers Cooperative Publishing Company personnel 
in interviewing prospective employees. 

10. Interview forms or any writing of any nature what- 
soever used by Lawyers Cooperative Publishing 
Company on the employment interviews of Eula Lee 
Blowers. 
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11. The form and/or any writing of any nature what- 
soever which Lawyers Cooperative Publishing 
Company forwards to its physician in requesting 
a report on a prospective employee's health. 
A list of the employment agencies used by Lawyers 
Cooperative Publishing Company in recruiting 
employees and an indication as to whether only 
certain employees fer ce: tin departments are re~ 
eruited through certai neies and if so which 
employees for which ¢ rurents. 
Employee requisition forms for all departments of 
Lawyers Cooperative Pub! ishing Company for the 
last five years. 
All affirmative action programs prepared by Lawyers 
Cooperative Publishiny Company. 
The maternity leave policy of Lawyers Cooperative 
publishing Company for its employees for the last 
five years. 
List all departments in Lawyers Cooperative Pub- 
lishing Company. For each department, list the 
employees in that department including date of 
hire, sex, classification, advancement experience 
of the employee, salary expericnce of the employee, 
present salary. . 
List all supervisory positions at Lawyers Coopera- 
tive Publishing Company. With respect to each position 
give sex of the person holding the position, salary 
of the person holding the position, date of assuming 
the title, classification, salary progression of the 
employee and employment progression of the employee. 
List 211 managerial positions for Lawyers Coopera- 
tive Publishing Company. With respect to each posi- 
tion, give tie sex of Lie person holding that go- 
sition, the classification of that person, the salary 
of that person, the salary progression experience of 
that person, the job progression experience of that 
employee, and the present salary of that employee. 
List of Lawyers Ccoperative employees in Advance 
Reading Department with names, sex, age, dates of 
hire, starting salary, salary progression, classi- 

' fication progression and current salary. 

List of Lawyers Cooperative employees in Corres- 
pondence Department with names, sex, ae, dates of 
hire, starting salary, salary progression, classifi- 
cation progression and current salary. 
Job descriptions for LCP employees in Advance Reading 
Department for the last five years. 
Job descriptions for employees in Correspondence 
Department for the last five years. 
All memorandums or writings of any nature whatsoever 
describing the classification and labor grades and 
pay levels for Lawyers Cooperative Publishing Company 
employces. 
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24. 


25. 


26. 
27. 


28. 
29. 


30, 


31. 


32. 


33. 


34. 


35. 


36. 


37. 


38. 


Any memorandum, description or writing of any na- 
ture whatscever describing Lawyers Cooperative 
Publishing Company training and/or apprenticeship 
programs for any job of whatsoever description at 
Lawyers Cooperative Publishing Company. 

Memo from Lawyers Cooperative Publishing Company 
employce John Wright to ali applicants dated March 
10, 1971. 


Applicat register for Lawyers Cooperative Publish- 
ing Company within the last three years. 

Any writing of any nature whatsoever describing any 
LCP employee benefit for the last five years. 

All performance reviews for Exila Blowers. 

Any report, memorandum, note or writing of any na- 


ture whatsoever of Lawyers Cooperative Publishing 
Company concerning a compiaint by Pat Lippa and/or 
Fran LaDolpha made in December, 1971, in connection 
with alleged remarks of Eula Blowers about the 
caliber of Testing Department personnel and/or 
supervisors. 

Personnel record of Pat “ippa. 

All notes, memorandums, documents, reports or 
writings of any nature whatsoever prepared or main- 
tained by Lawyers Cooperative Publishing Company in 
connection with its decision of Decemver 1971 to 
terminate Eula Blowers. 

Termination form for Eula Blowers prepared by Law- 
yers Cooperative Publishing Company on or about 
December 3, 1971. 

Termination report prepared by Lawyers Cooperative 
Publishing Cempany personnel on Eula Blowers on or 
about December 3, 1971. 

The memorandum prepared by Lawyers Cooperative Pub- 
lishing Company employce Charles Donner and distri- 
buted by Lawyers Cooperative Publishing Company 


er yee Charles Donner in connection with the ter- 
m ion of Eula Blowers, 
Th ame and address of the personal secretary of 


Lawyers Cooperative Publishing Company employee, 
Charles Donner during December 1971. 

Any note, memorandum, report, record or writing of 
any neture whatsoever of any Lawyers Cooperative 
Publishing Company employee to other Lawyers Coopera~ 
tive Publishing Company employees explaining or 
notifying company employees of the termination of 
Eula Blowers. 

The written format used by Robert Fein during ter- 
mination intervicws. 

Any note, memorandum, record or writing ef any na- 
ture whatsoever indicating Lawyers Cooperative 


a | 
i) 


61. 


62. 


64. 


65. 


67. 


£9, 


a, 
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employability, as described by Lawyers Cooperative 
Publishing Company personnel, 

All correspondence or any writing of any nature 
whatsoever directed to Lawyers Cooperative Publishing 
Company inquiring of a recommendation and/or corument 
on Eula blowers for employr at and all replies from 
Lawyers Cooperative Publis! ag Company persornel to such 
inquiries regardless of the form of such replics by 
Lawyers Cooperative Publishing Company personnel. 

List of employers, concerns, businesses, etc. to 

which Lawyers Cooperative Publishing Company per- 
sonnel has distributed and/or furnished references 

on Eula Blowers. 

Listing of all voice-recording equipment owned by 
Lawyers Cooperative Publishing Company of any nature 
whatsoever for the last five years and a listing of 
the employees to whom that equipment was assigned for 
use and/or a listing of the employees who had access 
to or authority to use that equipment. 

All Lawyers Cooperative Publishing Company news articles 
or press releases of any nature whatsoever in regard to 
NOW complaints against LCP or any employee complaints 
against LCP since December 1971. 

Memo from Lawyers Cooperative Publishing Compary em- 
ployee Frank Ford to John Wricht, re: Helen Brig 
transfer, dated March 3, 197]. 

All writings of whatever nature in connection with 

the application of Helmut Wolf for employment. 

Letter from Lawyers Cooperative Publishing Company 
employee John Wright to Helmut Wolf dated October 22, 
1971. 

All writings in connection with the National Organiza- 
tion for Women complaint against LCP filed with the 
Office of Federal Contracts Compliance and all writings 
furnished by Lawyers Cooperative Publishing Cowpany in 
response to those charges. 

All writings in connection with National Organization 
for Women complaint against LCP filed with the United 
States Department of Labor in connection with equal 
pay complaint and all materials of LCP in response: to 
that complaint. 

Personnel {file on Fran LaDelpha. 


J. expect to begin my questioning with Charles Donner, and 


‘ then proceed with the questioning of Donald Iennett, Robert Fein, Pat 
Livva and Fran LaDolpha. Please have your clients available for 
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examination in that order. 


Very_ truly 4", _ 


oe. ah ee 


Enunelyni Loe tn-“aldwin 


Exhibit E 


March 16, 1973 


M-. John B. McCrory, Esquire 
Nixon, Hargrave, Devans & Doyle 
One Exchange Street 
Rochester, New York 146]4 : 
: Blowees et als. vs. Lawyers 
Cooperative Publishing Company etaals.-- 
Fedcral court action 


Dear Mr. McCrory; 


My calendar permits the continuation of the Examinations before Trial 
in the above noted matte- on March 22, 1973 at 10:30 a.m. Since you 
were unprepared and refused to proceed with these examinations on 
Thursday and Friday of this week, pursuant to the notices duly serve i 
and my understanding for the conducting of these examinations, I am 


not in a position to make a commitment at this time for any addi- 
tional day or days that might be necessary to complete the testimony. 


Very truly yours, 


Eomelyn Logan-Baldwin 


EL-B/fdo ‘ 


Exhibit F 


Nixon. Jargrave, Devans & Doyle 
Attorneys and Counselors at Law eS ao 
One Exchange Street SUITE 404, 800 SEVENTEENTH SY mw 
Rochester, Vy 11603 WASHINGTON.O C 20006 


(802:672-00O44 


(716) 546-6000 


March 20, 1973 


Eula Lee Blowers, individually, and on behalf of all 
other persons similarly situated v. Lawyers Cooperative 
Publishing Company, Donald Bennett, Charles Donner 

and Robert Fein 


Our File No. 1947 


Mrs, Emmelyn Logan-Baldwin 

Robinson,. Williams, Robinson & Angeloff 
700 Reynolds Arcade Building 

Rochester, New York 14614 


Dear Mrs. Logan-Baldwin: 


This will have reference to your letter, @ ited March 
16th, which was delivered to me yesterday afternoon. 


With respect to the scheduled continued deposition 
of Mrs. Blowers on Thursday, March 22nd, I am sorry to advise 
you that Supreme Court, Livingston County, has just notified 
me to be present on that dav for trial of a mending action. 
Presumably that trial will take the balance of the week, and 
perhaps part of next week. 


Subject to tMe trial commitment, my calendar would 
permit continuation of this deposition on the following dates: 


Monday, March 26th 
Thursday, April 19th 
Monday, April 23rd 
Wednesday, April 25th 


I would appreciate it if you would let me know your desires so 
far as these dates are concerned. I urge that you do so as soon 
as possible, since my calendar tends to fill up rather quickly 
.for depositions in other cases, or actual trials, both of which 
= the cause of my inability to provide you with more alternative 
ates. 


Very truly yours ; 
¢ 
ohn B. McCrory 


JBMcC: BJT 
BY MESSENGER 
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UNITLD STATES DISTRICT COURT 
FOR LHE WESTERN DISTRICT OF ALK YORK 


saccibeiatanenaiineamiananicideeeal a 


SULA LEE BLOWERS, individually and on 
behalf of 211 other persons sinilarly 
subjectcd, Notice of 
Plaintiff, Objection: 
-VS- FRCP 34(b) 
LAWYERS COOPEPATIVE PUBLISEING CO., Inc. Civil Action io. 
POLALD LoucTT, CIV 1973 - 47 
SHARLES CONNER, and 7 
ROBERT FETY, 
Defendants. 


Defendents object to Plaintiff's request for production 
of docurents served upen Defendants as part of her cross-notice 
for deposition on Pebruary 23, 1973 and amplified by Plaintirf's 
letter to Defendants' Counsel, dated March 13, 1973, to the cx- 
tent that seid notice requircs Defendant to move docunents fron 
the documents' locetion at the offices of Lawyers Cooperative 
Publishine Company. In view of the volume and bulk of the 
documents requested by Plaintiff herein, Defendant will make 

suments for copyinz and inspection, 
pursuan: to FRCP 34, at the offices of Defendant, Lawyers Co- 
operative Publishing Company, Cne Aqueduct Street, Rochester, 
few York, between the hours of 10 A.M. to 5 P.M. on any business 
day, upon 24 hours written notice delivered to Defendants and 


their Attorneys, that are within the proper scope of FRCP 26(b), 


for Plaintiff's inopection and copyinr. If copying is desired, 


4t will be available at a cost to Plaintiff of ten (19) cents 


DATED: 


TO 


March 23, 1973 


EMMELYN LOGAN-BALDWIN, ESQ. 
Attorncy for Plaintirfr 

Office and P. O. 
19 Arnold Par 
Rochester, ise 
Telephone: ( 


Aadress 
ark 
W 


ork 14607 


716) 442-4150 


MIXON, HARORAVE, DEVANS & DOYLE 


eo, Se Pm a, 

ee James he .or-snstern 
Attorneys for Defenasats 
Office and Pf. O. séicress 
One Exchanre Street 
Rochester, iiew Yorx 14603 
Telephone: (716) 546-8000 


° * P [Filed 4/3/73] ' 
i! UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT , 
ij : FOR THE WiSTERN DISTRICT OF NEW YORK 
‘: | EULA LEE BLOWERS, individually ' 
" and on behalf of all other : NOTICE OF 
persons similarly situated, 
) : MOTION 
Plaintiff, 
ti -vVs- FRCP 12(b), 16, 
F LAWYERS COOPERATIVE PU BLISHIN 23(c)(1) 
COMPANY a » DONALD BENNE : 
' CHARLES De NNE ER and ROBE RT FEIN, 
it : ' 
i Defendants. CIV 1973-47 
; = ' 
| 
) i! } 
| TO: EMMELYN LOGAN-BALDHIN, “ESQ. | 
ii Attorney for Plaintiff 
I Office and P. 0. Address | 
| 19 Arnold Park | 
i! Rochester, New York 14607 
° i Telephone: (716) 442-4150 | 
| | 
i 
° | PLEASE TAKE NOTICE that the undersigned will bring a 


| motion, pursuant to FRCP §§12(b), 23(c)(1) and 16, to dismiss 


; the complaint and determine that this action should not procce a 
| as a class action, for hearing before this Court at a Motion 


| Term to be held at the Federal Building, Church and Fitzhugh 

i 
| Streets, Rochester, New York, on April 9, 1973, at 10:00 A.M., . 
| or as soon thereafter as counsel can be heard. | 
! PLEASE TAKE FURTHER NOTICE that opposing affidavits 


| must be received by April 6, 1973. 
| \ 


Dated: April 2, 1973 


{ 
} 
| NIXON, HARGRAVE, DEVANS & DOYLE 


By_ Vn. dep ~_U A. ME e(.. ay, { 

| Fai b. McCrory at 

‘ | Atfoyneys for Defendants i 
| 


Of ry e and P. 0. Address ! 
Peotinee Streot ; 


Rochester, New Yor! 14603 
. ' 5 @Yelephonc: (716) 546-5000 


UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT 
FOR THE WESTERN DISTRICT OF NEW YORK 


EULA LEE BLOWERS, individually 
and on behalf of all other MOTION TO DISMIS 
persons similarly situated, 


Plaintiff, FRCP_12(b) 
: FRCP 16 
~Vvs- FRCP 23(c) (1) 


LAWYERS COOPERATIVE PUBLISHING 
COMPANY, INC., DONALD BENNETT, : CIV - 1973 - A7 


CHARLES NNER and ROBERT FEIN, Rta ps 


Defendants. 


EMMELYN LOGAN-BALDWIN, ESQ. 
Attorney for Plaintiff 
Office and P. O. Address 

19 Arnold Park 
Rochester, New Yor 
Telephone: (716) 


k 14607 
442-4150 


The defendants move the Court as follows: 

1. To dismiss the action because this Court lacks 
jurisdiction over the subject matter. 

2. To dismiss all counts of the claim herein that 
seek relief on behalf of any individual other than plaintiff 
Eula Lee Blowers on the ground that plaintiff cannot meet the 
burden of FRCP 23(a) or (b); specifically (a) that Eula Lee 
Blowers has no claim for individual relief; (b) that Eula Lee 
Blowers' claim is not typical of the claim of the class as de- 
fined by plaintiff; and (c) that Eula Lee Blowers cannot fairly 
and adequately protect the interests of the class as defined by 
plaintiff. 

3. That the Court order that the issues set forth 
in paragraph 2 above be sct down for a hearing pursuant to 


FRCP 16. 


4, That the Court permit only such discovery until 
the hearing ordered pursuant to FRCP 16 as pertains to Eula Lee 
Blowers’ individual claim. 

5. That the Court order that all discovery in further- 
ance of this action te suspended until such order pursuant to 


FRCP 16 is granted by this Court. 


One“Exchange 
Rochester, New ‘ 
Jelephone: (716) 546-6000 


UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT 
FOR THE WE IN DISTRICT OF NEW YORK 


EULA LEE BLOWERS, individually and on 
behalf of all other persons similarly $ 
situated, AFFIDAVIT 


Plaintiff, 
-VvVs- 
CIV - 1973 - 47 
LAWYERS COOPERATIVE PUBLISHING 
OMPANY, INC DONALD PENNET? 


CHARLES. DONNER and ROBERT FEIN, 


Defendants. 


STATE OF NEW YORK: 


CITY OF ROCHESTER: 


- JOHN B. McCRORY, being duly sworn, deposes and says: 

1. I am a partner in the firm of Nixon, Hargrave, 
Devans & Doyle, attorney. for defendants in this action. 

2. This affidavit is made for the purpose of dis- 
missing plaintiff's complaint insofar as it relies upon 42 USC 
§ 1981 for jurisdiction, since § 1981 is a jurisdictional base 
only for racial, not sex discrimination. 

3. This affidavit is also made for the purpose of 
dismissing so much of plaintiff's complaint as alleges claims 
for class relief on behalf of female persons who have been em- 
ployed, are employed, might be employed, or have made applica- 
tion be be employed by defendant Lawyers Cooperative Publishing 
Company. 

4, There are no questions of fact »>%r law common to 
the class. 

5. The claims of Eula Lee Blowers are not typical of 
the class because: 

(a) Eula Lee Blowers is not employed by Lawyers Co- 
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(b) Eule Lee Blowers' employment was terminated by 


operative Publishing Company; 


Lawyers Cooperative Publishing, Company for good cause; 


(c) Eula Lee Blowers, while employed by Lawyers 


Cooperative Publishing Company, was a supervisory employee 


Lawyers Cooperative Publishing Company; 


(4) Supervisors make up a small portion of the 
employees of Lawyers Cooperative Publishing Company; 

(e) Eula Lee Blowers was a manager of other employee 
at Lawyers Cooperative Publishing Company; 

(f) If the allegations of the complaint are consid- 
ered as true for the purposes of this motion, only Eu 
Blowers has been terminated by Lawyers Cooperative Publishing 
Company in the manner and as a result of the circumstances she 
@lieges in her complaint; 

(g) Eula Lee Blowers was never refused er 
by Lawyers Cooperative Publishing Company. 

6. Eula Lee Blowers will not fairly and adequately 
protect the interests of the members of the class because her 
claim is unique. 

7. If any female employees of Lawyers Cooperative 
Publishing Company believe they hzve been victims of violations 
of Title VII of the Civil Rights Act of 1964, prosecution of 
separate actidns by such individuals would aid their ability to 
protect their individual interests. 

8. Lawyers Cooperative Publishing Company has taken 
no position in reference to all its female employees that would 
make appropriate final injunctive relief with respect to all 
4ts female employecs as a group. 

9. laintiff's proposed class is so overly broad 


that any adjudication that attempts to deal with whatever 
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~~ 


complaints all female employees might have would necessarily 


result in poor relief for all and injustice to many in the class. 


Sworn to before me 


April 2, 1973. 


Bawes (C. Mancestens 
JAMES H. MORGENST cha 
*® fa the State of ¥ Yr“ 
(OE COUKTY = 
itn Expires March -., 03-155 


UNITED STATES DISTNICT COURT 

FOR THE WESTEPN DISTRICT OF NEW YORK 

——— 

EULA LEE BLOWERS, individually 

and on behalf of all other $ 

persons similarly situated, AFFIDAVIT 


Plaintiff, 


CIV - 1973 - 47 


LAWYERS COOPERATIVE PUBLISHING COMPANY, =] 
INC., DONALD BENNETT, CHARLES DONNER 
and ROBERT FEIN, 

Defendants. 


STATE OF NE} 
COUNTY OF MONROE 
CITY OF ROCHESTE 


DONALD S. BENNETT, being duly sworn, 


1. I am the Director of Personnel of Lawyers 
tive Publishing Company, Inc. 

2. The personnel records of Eula Lee Blowers show 
that she is not an employee of Lawyers Cooperative Publishing 
Company, Inc. 

3. Eula Lee Blowers was a supervisor at Lawyers 


| 
Cooperative Publishing Company, Inc., but that her employment — 


' 
was terminated for good cause. \ 
i 


4, ‘Eula Lee Blowers was not a "rank and file" employee 
but was a manager of other employees. | 

5. Supervisors are only a portion of the employees ! 
of Lawyers Cooperative Publishing Company, Inc. 

6. If the allegations in Eula Lee Blowers' complaint 
before this Court were to be considered as true for the purposes 
of tnis motion, to my knowledge no one has ever been terminated 


by Lawyers Cooperative Publishing Company, Inc. in 


after the events she alleges in her complaint. 
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7. Eula Lee Blowers was offered a job when she 
applied for cmploymen* at Lawyers Cooperative Publishing 


y, Inc. 


Sworn to before me 


April 2, 1973. 


i ay Coe Oe 


~\te 


‘ 


JAMES Hf. MORCEASTERN 


“¥- in the State of 


NOE COUNTY, - 
ss ton Expires March ~~, wr 
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UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT 
" FOR THE WESTERN DISTRICT OF NEW YORK 


¢. Secenenaseinmepesetieresiestessereniieuies 
| EULA LEE BLOWERS, individually 

and on behalf of all other 
' persons similarly situated, 

Plaintiff, 
~Vs- CIV 1973 - 47 

- LAWYERS COOPERATIVE PUBLISHING 

COMPANY, 0m DON ALD RE rrmemm 


| CHARLES DOWNER and ROBERT FEIN, 


Defendants 


ee Te ee Re ee ee 


EMMELYN LOGAN- BALDWIN, 
Attorney for Plaintiff 
Office and P.O. Address 

19 Arnold Park 

Rochester, New York 14607 
Telephone: (716) 442-4150 


PLEASE TAKE NOTICE that defendant will bring a motion for 
ia protective order pursuant to FRCP 26(c) on for hearing before 
this Court at the Federal Building, Church and Fitzhugh Street 
Rochester, New York on April 9, 1973 at 10:00 A.M., or as soon 
ehereafter as counsel can be heard. 
PLEASE TAKE FURTHER NOTICE that 


must be received by April 6, 1973. 


Dated: April 2, 1973 NIXON, HARGRAVE , 


One Exchanre Stree 
Rochester, New York 14603 
Telephone: (716) 546-8600 


e?; 

ca 
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UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT 
FOR THE WESTERN DISTRICT OF NEW YORK 


EULA LEE BLOWERS, individually and 
on behalf of all other persons MOTION 
similarly situated, 
Plaintiff, FRCP 26(c) 
-VsS- 


LAWYERS COOPERATIVE PUBLISHING COMPANY, 
INC., DONALD DENNETY, CHARLES DONNER 


and ROBERT FEIN, 


Defendants. 


EMMELYN LOGAN-BALDWIN, ESQ. 
Attorney for Plaintiff 
Office and P. 0. Address 

19 Arnold Park 

Rochester, New York 14607 
Telephone: (716) 442-4150 


Defendants move this Court for an order directing 
that certain documents requested by plaintiff as a 
her Cross-Notice Deposition upon Oral Examination dated 
February 23, 1973 and amplified by her letter to counsel for 
defendants dated March 13, 1973 (copy attached hereto as 
Exhibit "A") shall not be made available to plaintiff on the 
Brounds that said documents are requested by plaintiff simply 
to embarrass, annoy and humiliate employers and managers of 
defendant Lawyers Cooperative Publishing Company; further 
that some of said documents are confidential and prepared 
pursuant to Federal Law and should not be made available to 
anyone but Federal employees and agents acting within the 


proper scope of their employment, all as is more fully shown 
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by the affidavit of Donald Bennett, a copy of which is served an 


filed herewith. 
Dated: April 2, 1973 
NIXON, HARGFAVE, DEVANS & DOYLE 


Py, he a. 2 
Oo 

nefiheys for Defen ole 

Ofi > and P, ‘ pie 


One Exchange 5 
Rochester, New Y 
Telephone: 


UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT 
FOR THE WESTERN DISTRICT OF NEW YORK 


EULA LEE BLOWERS, individually and 
on behalf of all other persons 
Similarly situated, 
AFFIDAVIT 
Plaintiff, 


CIV - 1973 - 47 
LAWYERS COOPERATIVE PUBLISHING ‘ 
COMPANY, INC., DONALD BENNETT P 
CHARLES DONNER and ROBERT FEIN, 


“ 


Defendants. 
eR ee A EN ee, Oe 


STATE OF NEW YORK: 
COUNTY OF MONROE : SS: 
CITY OF ROCHESTER: 


DONALD S. BENNETT, being duly sworn, deposes and says: 


1. I am the Director of Personnel of Lawyers Coopera- 
tive Publishing Company. 

2. That on March 13, 1973, plaintiff wrote 
defendants' counsel requesting production of seventy categorics 
of documents, to be produced the next day, March 14, 1973. 

3. I am informed and believe that on March 23; 2973 
defendants served written notic bJ lon to the production 
of said documents at deposition pursuant to FRCP 34(b). 

i. That this motion is suppleméntary to said notice of 
objection. ! 

5. “That, except as set forth below, Lawyers Coopera- 
tive Publishing Company will make available, at its offices, the - 
material requested by plaintiff, in accord with its statement on 
the record at plaintiff's deposition upon oval examination of 
March 14, 1973 and its written notice of objection, FRCP 34(b), 
served on plaintiff March 23, 1873. 

6. That defendants cannot produce the documents re- 
quested in plaintiff's request of March 13, 1973 numbered 6, 6, 
25, 255. 20; 36. 57, 394 49,3 


cause no such documents exist. 


7. That defendants can produce only some of the do- 


; cuments requested in requests numbered 6, 31, 38, 4O and 41, 


|; becavse said documents do not exist. The documents that do 


exist will be available. 
8. That plaintiff should be denied the opportunity to 
! inspect the personnel records of Charles Donner, Pat Lippa and 
Fran La Dolpha, since said request is designed to harass and 
‘ embarrass these individuals and disclosure of the personal in- 
|} formation contained in said files can be of no relevance or value 
to plaintiff's action. 

9. That plaintiff should be denied the opportunity to 
inspect the affirmative action program of “Lawyers Cooperative 
Publishing Company. Said program is designed by Layers 
Cooperative Publishing Company as a part of its good faith 
efforts to comply with Federal Anti-Discrimination Laws. The 

; documents are prepared in confidence for Federal Equal Employment 
| Opportunity Programs. If this confidence is breached, the 
public policy set forth in Federal Anti-Discrimination Law will 
be defeated, since Lawyers Cooperative Publishing Company pre- 
pares its Affirmative Action Program with full candor and good 
faith in order that it may further efforts at Equ 
Opportunity for all. If the program-is made public at the whim 
of any one v.10 files a complaint, the critical self-examination 
that is a part of Lawyers Cooperative Publishing Company's 
Affirmative Action Program will be defeated. 

10. ‘that plaintiff be denied all information as to 
individual names of employees of Lawyers Cooperative Publishing 
Company and their pay grades and salary progression. Said in- 
formation is the concern of the individual employee and should 


not be available without the individual consent of said employee. 
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ll. That Lawyers Cooperative Publishing Company be 

’ protected from giving an; information as to the individuals, or 
their job descriptions, in the Correspondence Department. Said 
information has no bearing on any of the issues raised by 
plaintiff. 

| 12. That Lawyers Cooperative Publishing Company be pro- 
tected from giving any information as to the names, individual 

; Salary level, job progression and salary progression of super- 
visory and management personnel of Lawyers Cooperative Publishing 
Company. Said information is extremely confidential and should 

; not be discussed without the consent of individuals con- 
cerned. Said request by plaintiff is obviously an attempt by her 
to harass and embarrass the management and supervision of 


| Lawyers Cooperative Publishing Company. 


Dated: April 2, 1973 


AL J (ko =f 


ev 
Ak ir Re sis ATS 


Donald Ss. Bennett 


Sworn to before me this 


zc day of April, 1973. 


oe 


__ “Sanne = MW. Mon. e meron 


JAMES HI. MORGENSTERN 
. isthe Stste of * - ¥ 


ROE COUNTY, 


tien Expires March cy, 13 as 


ee a ee eee 


Exhibit A is reproduced supre at p. 48 


[Filed 4/3/73] 


T COURT 
DISTRICT OF NEW YORK 


JOWUE individually and 
on behalf of ae] other pers aaa 
similarly situated NOTICE OF 


Plaintiff, MOTION 


LAWYERS 
COMPANY, \ IALD BEN 
CHARLES DON! and ROBERT FI 


EMMELYN LOGAN-BALDWIN, 
Attorney for Plaintiff 

Office and P. O. Address 
19 Arnold X 
Rochester, New York 14607 
Telephone: "4 16) 442-4150 


ale 
“a 


PLEASE TAKE NOTICE that the undersigned will bring a 
motion to compel answers for hearing before this Court at the 
Federal Building, Church and tzhugh Streets, Rochester, New 
York, on April 9, 1973, at 10:00 A.M., or as soon thereafter as 
counsel can be heard. 

PLEASE TAKE FURsHER NOTICE that swering affidavits 


must be received not later than April 6, 


Dated: April 2, 1973 


NIXON, HARGRA AVE, DEVANS & DOYLE 


\ : 
AYA @. eG " ~ gant 
TopAf is. MeCrory 
Attisrnoys for Defendants 


orf icf and P. 0. Address 
OnclExchanre Street 


Rochester, New York 1460 
Telephone: (716) 546-80 


re 


UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT 
FOR THE WESTERN DISTRICT OF NEW YORK 


EULA LEE BLOWERS, individually and 
i I" on behalf of all other persons 
similarly situated, 


- 


MOTION TO COMPETI 


Plaintiff, 
P i -Vs- 
; : FRCP 37(a) 
LAWYERS COOPERATIVE PUBLISHING ie pala 
COMPANY, INC., DONALD BENNETT, : CIV - 1973 - 47 
j; CHARLES DONNER and ROBERT FEIN, See a eee 
i . 
iT] Defendants. 
‘| SS ee z —— Be idea ining: 
i 
“ 70: EMMELYN LOGAN-BALDWIN, ESQ 
i Attorney for Plaintiff { 
' Office and P. 0. Address 
i 19 Arnold Park i 


‘ j Rochester, Net 
Telephone: 


ork 14607 
442-4150 


Defendants move the Court, pursuant to FRCP 37(a), for 


an order directing plaintiff to answer the First Interrogatories 
| 


~~ 


propounded by defendant, heretofore served on plaintiff on 


+ 


February 23, 1973, on the ground that plaintiff, without justi- 


fication, failed and refused to answer said Interrogatories, 


as isitmore fully shown by the attached affidavit of John B. 


McCrory, sworn to on April 2, 1973. 


Dated: April 2, 1973 


NIXON, HARGRAVE, DEVANS & DOYLE 


for Defendants J 

P. O. Address 
One Exchanjre Street 
Rochester, New York 1460 

‘ Telep' one: (716) 


fis) 


UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT 
FOR THE WESTERN DISTRICT OF NEW YORK 


EULA LEE BLOWERS, individually 
and on behalf of all other AFFIDAVIT IN 
persons similarly situated, 
SUPPORT OF 
Plaintiff, 
MOTION 


PANY, INC., DONALD BENNE?" CIV - 1973 - 47 
CHARLES DONNER and ROBERT FEI} eee 


STATE OF NE 
COUNTY OF Mc 


McCRORY, being duly Sworn, deposes and says: 

1. I am a partner in the firm of Nixon, Hargrave, 
Devans & Doyle, attorneys for defendants herein. 

é. That the summons and complaint herein was served 
on February 1, 1973. Said complaint included forty-seven de- 
tailed allegations. 

3. That the answer herein was served on February 20, 
1973. 

4, That on February 22, 1973 written Interrogatories 
pursuant to FRCP 33 were served on plaintiff Eula Lee Blowers. 

5. That plaintiff's complaint herein alleges many 
specific acts of discrimination on the part of defendants. 

; 6. That defendants! first Interrogatories seek in- 


formation about plaintiff's allegations entirely in accord with 


FRCP 33. . . 


9. That even if plaintiff cannot answer each and every 


interrogatory, plaintiff should be ordered to make at least a 


minimal effort to further the course of the action that pla 
herself brought alleging detailed 
answering the interrogatories prop 

10. That a copy 


attached hereto and marked 


Sworn to before me 


this 2nd day of April, 1973. 


er re ers ~~ oe 


JAMES I, Morcens 
” “=: In the Stote of 
‘OE Cou} NTY 


Cremer ten Explres March 
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UPITEN STATES DISTRICT Cour? 
FOR THE WISTER! DISTRICT OF NEW YORK 


BILA LES BILOVE individually, and on 
vbehalf of all her persons similarly 
ejtuated 

S50 Joanne Drive 

Rochester, New York 


Plaintiff 
vs. 


TATIYESS COOPERATIVE PUBLISHING OPPOSING APFIDAVIT 
COMPANY, I7C ee = Ie 
1 (ne Aqueduct Street, Rochester, New 
Yorse. 


POLAT D 24 a fal (a 
One Aqueduct Street, Rochester, New 
York 
SHARLES DOT ER 
One Aqueduct Street, Rochester, New 
Yorr 
ROBERT FEI™ 

Rochester, New 
York 


Defendants 


STATE QO? 
COUNTY OF 
C1TY OF ROCH 
EULA LE® BLOWERS, being duly sworn, deposes and says 
1. I ama private citizen residing at 50 Joanne Drive, 
Rochester, New York. I am the plaintiff in the above-noted ac- 
tion. This affidavit is submitted by me in opposition to motions 
made vy the defendants for relief in three separate motions, the 
first motion beine to dismiss one of the two independent jurisdic- 
tional bases for the law suit and to determine that this action 
should not proceed as a class action, the second motion of the 
defendants beinz a motion for a protective order to relieve the 
defendants of producing documents and the third motion being a 
motion by the defendants to direct answers to 


First Interroratories rronpounded by defendants. 


OPPCSITICN TO wOTIO: "C DISMISS 
Ore OF “HS TO TRDEPELDENST BASES 
FOR JURISDICTION CF TiS CCite 
PLAINT Ai‘D L.GTIO? TO DETERLIKC 
THAT TiS. ACTIO: SHOULD NOT FRO} 


CEED AS CLAS$, ACTION 
18 


2. I am informed and believe that this action is pro- 
rerly brourcht in this Court pursuant to tne jurisdiction of this 
Court provided in 42 U.S.C. Section 2000 (e) § (f). As set forth 
in my complaint at numbered paraeraph "3", I first filed my charre 
of discrimination with the Egue Employment Opportunity Commission 
after requisite procedures were followed with the Commission, the 
Commission issued a Notice of Right to Sue, which Notice of Rirht 
to Sue is attached to the complaint as Exhibit “A”, My action is 
to secure protection of and to redress deprivation of rights sec- 
ured by (a) 42 U.S.C. Section 2000 (e) et sea, providing for in- 
junctive and other relief against discrimination on the basis of 
sex in employment and (bv) 42 U.S.C. Section 19®?1, providine for 
equal rirhts of all persons in every state and territory within 
the jurisdiction of the United States. I am informed and be lieve 
that both of these sections provide separate, independent bases 


for the relief requested. 


3. I bring this law suit on my own behalf and on behalf} 


of all persons similarly situated. The class which I represent 


is composed of female iS who have teen employed, are employeo|, 


might be employed, or have made applications to be employed by the 


and believe that my action is properly maintained as a class ac- 


tion because I believe that (1) the class that I renresent is 


wel 


50 


numerous that joinder of all members is impracticalle, (2) there 


defendant Lawyers Cooperative Publishing Company. I am informed 
| 


ore questions of law or fact common to the Class, (3) my clains 
are typica) of the claims of the class, (4) I can fairly and ade- 
quately protect the interests of the class, (5) the defendants 
have acted or refused to act on zrounds eenerally applicable to 
the class and final injunctive relief and declaratory relief with 
respect to the whole class is appropriate, (4) questions of law or 


- "aOR? ® 
ract common to the members of the class predominate over question: 


affecting only individual member fas the class action is Superior 


x 


to other available methods for the fair and efficient ee 
of the controversy. 

4, I was first employed by Lawyers Cooperative l'ublish- 
ir Company in May of 1960. My first job was in the advance 
reading department, at the entry level. During my approxisnevely 
eleven years of employment with defendant Lawyers Cooperative Pub- 
lishing Company, I prorressed from the entry level in the advanced} 
reading department to become, in arch of 1970, the supervisor 
of the advanced readine department. Durins the course of my 
employment, therefore, I have had extensive experience with the 
defendant company both as a “rank and file” employee and as a 
supervisor of other employees. Both as a "rank and file” em- 
ployee 2nd as a: pervisor of other employees, I became aware of 
the commonplace policies, practices and customs of the defendants 
which were used to discriminate against me on the basis of sex 
und other female employees of the corporation, with respect to 


compensation, terms, condit‘ons and privileges of employment; bo 


vil 


| 
| 


+ $~™i4 rawrer | 
nts limit, semrezaté 


as a "rank and file" employee and as a supervisor of other employ 
JT became aware of the wavs in which the defendan 
and classify employees of Lawyers Cooperative Publishing Company 
in ways Which deprived me and other female employees of equal em- 
ployment opportunities. 

5+ I am informed and believe that the fact that I am 
not presently an employee of Lawyers Cooperative Publishing vom- 
pany does not make me ineligible to bring this lav suit on my own 
behalf and on behalf of all other persons who have been discrinin- |! 
ated at Lawyers Cooperative Publishing Company. Lawyers Coopera- 
tive Publishing Company did not terminate my employment “for ood 
cause.” The circumstances of my termination from Lawyers Cooper: - 
tive Publishing Company is one of the issues raised in this law 
suit. As I set forth in my complaint at numbered pararra 


1 was terminated from employment with the defendants as 


60 


o Bo 


retaliation arsainst me for my havinz complained of the defendants’ 
sections denyines myse)f and other female employees, equal terms, 
senditions em? privileges of employment. Additionally, the de- 
Tendants te nated me from employment because of my havinr called 

ion of the defendants, certain,unlawful, and discrim- 
inatory prictices of the company and because of my not havine 
taken action against employees uncer my supervision who had also 
complained of certain, unlawful, and @iscriminatory practices of 
Iawyers Cooperative Publishing Company. 

6. Wy claim of sex discrimination against the defendant 
includes, for example, that the recruitment practices of the de- 
fendants are to recruit white male employees for high-paying, 
supervisory and manarerial positions while recruiting women em- 
ployees caly for low-payine, clerical and menial positions, that 
the training, opportunities offered by the defendants are offered 
only to white male emnloyees and denied to female employces, that 
the defendants promote white male employees so that white male 
employees will hold all the high-payine, managerial and/or super- 
vi oF poSitions while denying promotions to female employees so 


that female employees will remain in low-paying, clerical and 


1 
menial positions, that the defe \dants transfer white male employee}; 


so that white male employees wi?l be in high-paying, supervisory 
and manarerial positions wh 
so that female employees remain in low-paying, clerical and menial 
positions, that the defendants classify employees so that white 
male employees are classified solely for the high-paying, exempt, 
supervisory and/or manarerial positions while women are classif‘.d 


so that they are in low-paying, menial, clerical and non-exemp 


positions, that the defendants esrant titles and prestigious jo. 
descriptions to white male employees while denying any title 
rivine anv nresticious job classification to female employe:s 


that the defendants impose a wires <P si on female employer while 
} 


hile refusing to transfer female employers 


| 


- 5- 


not rerulatine male dress, that the defendants impose strict re- 

strictions on the movement of female employees while imposine no: 
limitation on the movement on male employees, that the defendants 
inquire into the ideas and associations of female employees while 
not inquiring of the ideas and beliefs of their male emplovees, 


that the defendants maintain "shetto" departments 


partm wnere only women 
are employed, that the defendants exclude women from certain joo 
Classifications, that the defendants maintain pay scales ained at 
paying women for whatever job clas ssification, level or PRneRA nt iad 
les S than what is paid to male employees doing the Same or Similar 
work, and that the defendants retaliate arainst and intimidate 
female employees who complain of the defendants' unlawful discrim- 
ination. 

7. AS an employee and as a Supervisor at Lawyers 
Ccoperative “ublishing Company, I have complained to the defend- 
ants of, for example, without intending to limit, the discrimina- 
tory hiring practices of the defendants, the Siscriminatory classi- 
ficiation of females, the unequal pay to female em»loyees, 
maintainance by the defendants of “female rhetto Riueaates the 
defendants" failure to provide females with training Baten i 
the failure of the defendants to provide transfer and promotion 
Opportunities for females, the harrassment and dis Sparagement 
nracticed by the defendants of female employees not Only froin th, 
interview process but from the discriminatory restriction on the 
novements of female employees, the requirement of a dress code for 
Females only and the criticism of females for ideas and beliefs, 
"rom my experience both as a “rank and file" emplovee with the 
efendants and as a Supervisor, I know that my complaints about ‘ne 
iefendants! unlawful sex Giscrimination are Complaints that 


iared by other women who have been or are employed by the defer 


its, me sex diner inavion of which J complained ja likewj 


i" 
\ 


liscriminntory ac4ainst those fenules,nwho have mage applier jon 
| go i 


be emploved by the defendants and who might hereafter becoue en- 
ploved by the defendants. 

8. The incident which immediately preceded my termina- 
tion by the defendants was an incident whereby the employees unde) 
my supervision in the advance reading department and the employees 
in the “orief epitomizer" department acted torether to complain 
to the defendants of a new policy which further restricted tie 
female empl.oyees' movement to so to and from the employee cafeterifi 
for coffee. There were ten employees of the advanced readinz 
dcpartment and two “brief epitomizers" who complained of the 
discriminatory new rule of the defendants in a meeting with the 
defendants in December of 1971. After this meeting at which 
time the employees complained of this discrimination, I was 
specifically asked by the defendants to name an employee who was 
“responsible” for the presentation of the complaint; when I in- 
formed the defendants that there was no particular employee re- 
sponsible but that the employees‘ complaint erew out of lon stand} 
ina complaints of the employees about denial to them of equal 
terms, privileses and conditions of employment on the basis of 
sex, complaints that I had already called to the attention of the 
defendants, I was told that I had not heard the end of the inci- 
dent. I was terminated from my position as supervisor of this 
department later that same afternoon. 


9. Female employees in the advance reading departme it 
have expressed to me both in my capacity as “rank and file" eine 
ployee of the defendants and as supervisor in the advance readine 
department their dissatisfaction with the classification, trai ne 
opportunities, promotion opportunities, transfer opportunities: 

and pay scales for women employees. Accordins to informatior and 
belief, the defendants met subsequent to December, 1971 witn all 


enployees of the advance reading 


rtrent and the “brief enite 


33 


questions which these e: sloyees 


omizers" S si bls answer" 


-7- 


have concerning denial of equal terms, privileres and conditions 
of employment to females only on the basis of sex. 

10. I, as a “rank and file" employee and as a super- 
visor of the defendants, was denied equal pay, training oppor- 
tunities, promotion opportunities, and transfer opportunities, 
for example, solely on the basis of my sex. I believe that other 
females, during my experience as a “rank and file" employee of the 
defendants and during my experience as supervisor for the defend- 
ants were routinely denied equal terms, conditions and privileres 
of employment, either in specific instances of denial to them 
solely on the basis of sex or by operation of the defendants’ 
discriminatory recruitment, placement, transfer, promotion and 
classification schemes. 

11. Since my filing of my complaint against the defend- 
ants charrina the defendants’ sex discrimination, I know of ten 
other females and the Genesee Valley Chapter of the National 
Organization for Women who have filed with the Equal Employment 


Opportunity Commission complaints of the defendants’ discriminating 


arainst its female employees with respect to compensation, terms, 
conditioys and privileges of employment and with respect to the 
defendants" limiting, segreeating and classifying females in ways 


“hich deprive them of employment opportunities and otherwise ad- 


versely.: affect their status as employees because of sex. I know 


ts) 


vue 


from reading the papers in the other complaints that my clains state 
in this complaint are typical of the complaints which females in 


"rank and file“ positions in my department and otner departments 


12. According to information that was elicited froin the 
iefendants in a separate administrative proceedins, it is my be- 


lief that Lawyers Cooperative Publishina Company has approximately 


40 ennlovees 


One Aqueduct, Rocheste New York street ad~ 


| the Lawyers Cooperative Fublishing Company have, 


which approximately 213 are male. It is my information 


{6 
07, 


se 


and belief that Lawyers Cooperative Publishins Company has about 
393 employces at its Webster, lew York location, of which 154 
are female. Joinder of all the feiale employees of the 
defendants is impracticable. The acts of the defendants whicn 
I have allezed in my complaint operate to discriminate arsainst 
all female employees of the defendants. The relief sourht in my 
complaint, for myself and on behalf of the other female employees 
of the defendants is to eliminate the discriminatory practices on 
the basis of sex of the defencéants. The common questions of the 
defendants’ discriminatory practices and policies which operate 
to deny females equal terms, privileges and conditions of employ- 
ment are paramount questions in this law suit. If this law 
does not proceed as a class action, there would necessarily be 
duplicated in numerous other law suits against the defendants 
proof of the same facts and circumstances that I allege in my 
complaint, 
13. It is my understanding and belief that an individua 
may properly maintain a class action as a representative of other 
similarly situated. Since, as I previously noted, ti 
filing of my complaint with “qual Employment Opportunity Commissiod, 


i] 
ten other employees of the defendants and the Genesee Valley 


Chapter of the Mational Organization for Women have ecomnl:: 


. 


of the same discriminatory practices that I have complaines « 
These ten individuals, female employees of tne defendants, ar. 
the National Oreanization for \iomen, have decided to pursue their 
complaint asainst the defendants of illeral sex discrimination in 
a Federal Court action. These ten individual female employees 

of the defendants and tne National Organization for ‘iomen éerire 
to become additional, named party plaintiffs and members of the 
class in my law suit; I am requesting that the Court add thence 


ten individuals and the National Orranization for Women as 


ade 


ditional named party plaintiffs ans6 embers of the class in thi 
IJ 


law suit, by separate motion. 

14%. %I am informed and believe that the Court has 
broad powers to insure that all interests of all class memoers 
are protected as class litieation proceeds. I am informed and 
believe that a class action could be maintained even with respect 
to particulor issues. I believe, therefore, that since my claim 
is typical of the class and since there are common questions of 
fact and law to the class, and for other reasons I have outlined 
previously, my action is properly naintained as a class action. 

FOR PROTE S. OR g 
THES OF Ti SF BILITY OF 
DUCING DOCU 

15. All of the documen duly requested to be pro- 
duced at the examinations before trial pursuant to the notice 
that I am informed and believe was served on the defendants on 
Pebruary 23, 1973 and as that request for documents was particu- 
larized in my attorney's letter of March 13, 1973, are directly 
relevant to the claims in this action and summarized in the 
nararranhs above. The documents that I request to be produced 
are relevant to my individual claim against the defendants of 
denial to me of equal terms, conditions, privileges and employment 
and unfairly sesresating and classifying me on the basis of sex.: 
Thus, while some of the documents are as well relevant to my 


claim as a representative of the class of female employees of 


lawyers Cooperative, the Court should deny the defendants' request 


that “all discovery and furtherance of this action be’ sus-~ 


pended until such order pursuant to FRCP 16 is eranted by tnis 


« 
Court." 


16. My request for the production of the personne] 


records of defendant and/or defendants! employees, Charles Donner 
pioy ’ ' 


Pat Lippa and Fran La Dolpha is directly relevant to my c)1i 
that I was unlawfully fired by the s in retaliatic 


havine complained of unlawful sex dis imination by the 


ef: ae 


and for my havine fziled to take action arainst other female en- 
ployees who complained of unlawful sex discrimination. The ac- 
count the defendants gave to employees of Lawyers Cooperative 
Publishing Company in connection with my termination by the de- 
fendants, was, amone other facts, that I didn't get along with 
persons in the Testing Department of the company, that I had a 
conflict with the Testing Department, that I had a feud with the 


supervisor of the Testing Department, ipp< nv un6er- 


standing that the defendants maintain that Pat Lippa and Fran 


Ia Dolpha, the supervisor and an employee in the 


ment made complaints about me to the defendants on Decembd 


1971. Further, I understand that the defendants informed 
ployees that a reason for my termination was that I didn' 


alonrz with management and that I was too vocal at supervi 


Depart-=- 
er 3, 
em=- 
vet 


sors’ 


meetinzs. 

17. I know from having been a sibanvinee with Lawyers 
Cooperative Publishing Company tnat the personnel forms include 
sections on the ferm for supervisors and manarers to rate vigil al 
on teamwork, eifectiveness in working successfully with others, 
working relations with others, et cetera. Examination of the 

‘ 
nersonnel records of the defendant and/or employees, Charles 
Donner, Pat Lippa and Fran La Dolpha could contain information to 
Gefendants of my termination. 
for the production by the defendants ' 
of the affirmative action program of the defendants is directly 
relevant to my claim that the defendants discriminated areains 
me by denying equal terms, privilezes and conditions of emnlo: 
nent and limitines and sezresatins my opportunities with the 
defendants solely on the basis of j med and velieve 


that the affirmative action pro 


Sovernment are not prepares in confidence. I velieve tr 
if 


public policy of the Federal Governmentyenacted throurh 
: 0 


Ts elias cc) 01 dept ibe. aan ns RR le Ret an sil a, «ine ot 


Bors tae 


Civil Rizhts Act of 1964, as amended and certain execcutive orders 
is that all discrimination shall be crourht to light as soon as 
possible and once disclosed eliminated immediately. I am inforned 
and believe that the Courts have ordered tne public disclosure of 

ffirmative action prozrams pursuant to the Freedom of Information 

iG believe that the United States 

Department of Labor has recently directed disel sure of affirmativ 
action prosrams. The existence of an affirmative action prorran 
to correct hiring practices which nave resulted in underemployment 
of females cannot defeat any present claim for relief from exist- 
ine, discriminetion within the company. 

; 19. The request for documents showinr the departments 
of Lawyers Cooperative Publishine Company, the employees in the 
department, including date of hire, sex, Classification, advance- 
ment experience of the employee, salary experience of the employee 
and present salary is directly relevant to my claim that the 
defendants by their recruitment, classification, transfer 
promotion policies have unlawfully excluded females from all but 
low-paying, clerical type jobs while affording the white male the 
opportunities for the Supervisory or managerial positions with 
substantial salaries. This information is also relevant to my 
Claim that Lawyers Cooperative Publishing Company pays its fenale 
conployees of whatever job description or classification less than 
it pays male employees who have the Same vbackfround, sill and 


-ducation and who perform the same or Similar work. ly reonest for 


the same type of information from the defendants with respect to 


. 


the supervisory positions and the manarerial positions of Lavvers 
‘ooperative Publishing Company is relevant on the same points. 
20. I am informed and I believe that the information 


with respect to the classifications of insividual 


88 


company emnplovees, sex of that emplovee, 

of that employee, salary experience of tne employee, date of 
hire and present salary is the same type of information that has 
been found relevar.t and introduced in evidence in other cases of 
claims of sex discriminztion. 

21. My request for information on the defendants en- 
ployees in its corresnondence department including sex of the 
employee, age, date of hire, starting salary, salary prorressi 
classification prorression and current salary is directly relevan 
to my claim for the reasons outlined in the preceding neraiteieh. 
Additionally, the information requested of the defendants in con- 
nection with the Correspondence Department is relevant because, 
in my capacity as supervisor in the advance reading department 
I had. ~tcasion to inquire into possible transfers of employees 
into wuiat department. It is my observation tnat the work perfor- 
med by individuals in tnat department was far less skilled than 
the work performed by individuals in my department, the advance 
reading department, whereas the starting salaries in that depart- 
ment were much hiszher and continued to be much hicher up the 
salary prorression scale than the startine salaries and the 


salary progression in the advance reading department. It was 


rh; 
was 
my observation that the correspondence department /vhere males 


were employed while males had never been employed in my depart- 


ment. 


CPFOSITI 
TO CCiiPE 
TCRI=ES 


22. I am informed and believe that my motion to extend 
’ or 


time in which to answer/object to the defendants’ First Iinterrozs 
tories was duly served on the defendants on or about !iarch 22, 
1973, prior to the time any responses to these interroratorics 


were due to be served on the defendants. I am also informe 


the Court, at arcument of this motion on March 26, 1973, took tn: 
ma) 


. Ae] A 
ma mv other ent Stee for nrotective orcer 


| 
| 
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compelline defendants to appear for depositions, vwnder advisement, 

23. Since the defendants nave failed to proceed with 
depositions duly noticed and to produce documents duly requested, 
denvins me tne discovery to which I am entitled, the defendants 
have made my response to the First Interroeatories impossible. 

The request of my motion was, therefore, for an order of the 

or 
Court extendine the time in which i might answer/odject to the 
dcfendant First Interroratories to a time subsequent to the 
Court's order directina the defendants to be present for deposi- 
tions and produce documents duly rejuested. 

24, While I am informed and believe that the defendants 
advised the Court at the time of oral argument of my motion on 
March 26, 1973, that they would make available all documents re- 
quested but only at the company offices on 24 hours notice to 
them and on expense to me of ten cents per page for copyins, the 
defendants now move for a protective order excusing them from the 
production of certain documents I nave requested as well as an 
order of the Court suspending all discovery in this case until the 
Court issues an order pursuant to FRCP. 

25. These newest requests of the defendants to deny 
and/or delay my access to relevant information in support of iny 
complaint are further evidences of the exasperating circumstances 
to which the defendants are subjecting me to in the procegs of 
discovery and serve as additional reasons for the grantins of my 
previous motion to compel the Gefendants' attendance at depos- 
itions with the production of relevant Gocuments and to rrant a 
protective order in the conduct of my further examination. 

ATIE*AT * SUPPORT 
Six i FOR PROTIC- 
CO. .PELi- 
ZAR FOR 
26. liv motion for protective order directing tian 


continued ceposition be taken only with myself, my 


an 


attorney, 


; 


‘. 


fendants' attorney and the person transcribins the testimony is 
baned upon tne exasperating, circumstances descrided by my attor- 
ney in her affidavit supporting the motion dated iiarch 22, 1973. 
I am in no sense reluctant to “face defendants" 45 I understand 
the defendants’ attorney svecested to tne Court on aregument on 
March 26, 1973. However, some of my testimony will necessarily 
relate instances of conversations, meetines and contacts with th 
defendants. is my bell the interests of justice and 

the desire of the Court to arrive at the most accurate account 

of these events will be served by my aivine testimony outside the 
presence of the defencants and the defendarts completing, their 
depositions without the advance knowledge of my testimony to the 
conversations and incidents. 

27. Further, I believe that I am entitled to proceed 
with my examination under circumstances which are not calculated 
by the defendants to annoy or harrass me. In addition to the 
incidents which have been outlined in my attorney's previous affift 

i 
davit of March 22, 1973, the defendants® attorney, at the conclu- 
sion of the examination, continvally refused to return to my av- 
torney orifinals of documents which I had produced for his exan- 
; 


ination, copying and use during the examination. Defendants’ 


attorney finally returned my original documents as he was leav- 


ine the room but only after my attorney nad stated her objectian | 


to the withholding of the documents numerous times. 


Sworn to before me this 
Co day of April, 1973. 


Sadi U. iatitey 


Notary Tublic 


—_——$ 


JUDITH Y¥. PATTON 
Clitary PeLiic on tha Stuto of Maw Vork 
degre Cour — 


My Commission Lopuas Aes 7% tad 


VEITED STATES DISTRIC' 
FOR THE WESTER: 


EEE 


SULA LEZ BLOWERS, individually, and 
on behalf of all otner persons 
similarly situates 

50 Joanne Drive 

Rochester, New York 


Plaintiff, 
YPPOSING 
LAWYERS COOPERATIVE PUBLISHIN 
Cne Aguednuct Str -, Rochester New York 
DCHALD REKPETT, 
One Aqueduct Street, Rochester, New York 
CKARLES DOFNER 
One Aqueduct Street, Rochester, New York 
ROBERT FEIN 
Rochester, New York 
Defendants. 
STATE: OF aN 
COUNTY OF fi (Of 
CITY OF ROCHESTE! 

EMMELYN LOGAN-BALDWIN, being duly sworn, according to 
law, deposes and says! 

1. That I am an attorney at law duly licensed to prac- 
tice my profession in the State of lew York; I am admitted to 
practice before the Bar of the United States District Court for 
the Western District of New York. My offices are located at 19 
Arnold Park, Rochester, New York. I am the attorney for the 
plaintiff in this law suit. This affidavit is submitted by me 
in further support of plaintiff's motion for order compellinr the 
defendants to appear for depositions, for protective order of the 
Court directing the deposition of plaintiff Eula Blowers shall 
be conducted with no one present except the plaintiff, the 
attorneys for the parties,and the officer takine the deposition 
and for 2n order eranting the plaintiff an extension of time in 
which to answer or object to defendants’ First Interroratories, 


such motion being dated March 22, 1973. This affidavit is also 


submitted in onposition to the motions of the defendants to 


hs 
| (1) dismiss one of the two sepaPate jurisdictional bases of the 


, + le te BN has lll Al a_i tat ane Sees 


oe ee oe 


complaint and to determine that this action should not proceed as 
a Class action,(2) to erant the defendants a protective orocer 
relievine them from the production of documents and (3) to compel 
the plaintiff to answer defendants’ First Interrozatories. 

2. At time of argument of plaintiff's motion dated 
March 22, 1973, defendants’ attorney sugrestec vnat a stipulation 
as to persons present for Evla Blowers* examination was made 
between the parties. Af*2zr deponent's repeated objections to the 
presence of defendants Donner and Bennett and witness Lippa, 
defendants’ attorney agreed to remove witness Lippa from the 
examination room. Deponent then inquired of defendants’ counsel 
his position on plaintiff's presence at the defendants’ examina- 
tions and defendants’ attorney indicated he would raise no objec- 


tion. Deponent asked defendants’ attorney whether he would 
y 


Stipulate with respect to plaintiff's presence at future deposi- 


tions and other proceedings as well as stipulate to tne exclusion 
of other persons fron the examination room. Defendants’ attorney 
indicated agreement i tue former but refused to make any commit- 
ment on the latter. 

3. The continual annoyance and harrassment of the 
plaintiff throughout the course of the all-day examination con- 
ducted by defendants attorney and summarized in deponent's pre- 
vious affidavit dated March 22, 1973, dictate the Court's pranting 
of the protective order for the conducting of plaintiff's future 


examination. 


4, In addition to the circumstances outlined in depon- 


v 
ent*s previous affidavit of March 22, 1973, deponent had diffir .t: 


| 


securine from defendants’ attorney, at the conclusion of the 
deposition, the orisinals of documents which plaintiff had pro- 


duced for copyine by the defendants, 


+ 


examination by the defenwan 


And use by the defendants examination, 


ants® attorney himself instructe wie reporter to note de nent 


} 


| 
| 
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objections to his withholding the oricinais of the documents 
“avout six times.” 

5. Defendants first took the position that they obdjec- 
ted to plaintiff"*s demand for protection of documents because 
plaintiff's demand for relevant documents was exensive and it 
would be burdensome to expect that the defendants produce the 
documents pursuant to the duly served notice of deposition and 
demand for documents, at the depositions. Defendants reiterated 
this position at oral argument om plaintiff's motions before the 
Court on March 26, 1973. As deponent recalls, defendants’ attor- 
ney stated that he would make available all the company records 
requested at the company office but he wanted to be relieved of 
the task of producing these documents at depositions pursua unt to 
the notice and demand for documents. 

6. In the newly filed motions by the defendants, the 
defendants now maintain that sianificant numbers of these docu- 
ments are non-existent and cannot be produced for .that reason. 
Deponent knows from information gained throueh a state adminis- 
trative investiration of some of plaintiff's claims that certain 
of tne documents requested in her demand in this case were 
acknowledsed by the defendants as existent a few months ago and 


now are susrested by the defendants to be non-existent. For 
} 


| 


example, plaintiff has asked in item No. 57 of demand for docu- 

memorandum, reports or any writing of any 
nature whatsoever prepared by any Lawyers Cooperative Publishin:, 
Company personnel in connection with missing or misplaced proper 
of Lawyers Cooperative Publishing Company advance reading cepa 
ment employees from L cember, 1971 to date." Deponent has inf 
mation that defendant Donner told iiew York State Division of 
Human Riehts that he had prepared a letter to Eula Blowers 


concerning “missir 2s" of persons in the Lawyers Cooperative 


iv 


Publishing Company advance reading department, 
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7. Under these circumstances, it is all the more in- 
perative that plaintiff's motion to compel the defendants to 
appear for depositions and to produce the documents duly requestec 
be eranted. It is imperative that “~xplanation be made for docu- 
ments relevant to this case wnich we:e once existent and which 
might no longer ve existent; plaintiff should have the opportunity 
to proceed immediately to question the defendants' on Ner claims 
and to establish the existence’ of documents and question the 
defendants on those documents and make copies of those Gocuments. 

8. The jurisdictional basis for the plaintiff's 
complaint is set forth in Paragraph "1" of the complaint and is 
Title VII of the Ci.i2 Rights Act of 19644, as amended, 42 U.S.C. 
Section 2000 (e) 5 (f). This Court's jurisdiction has been 
invoked to secure protection of rights secured both by 4&2 U.S.C. 
Section 2000 (e) et seq. and 42 U.S.C. Sec ion 1981. These 
sections previde two separate, full and inde, endent bases for 
eranting, the relief plaintiff claims. 


9. This action is properly brought as a class action 


as is more fully set forth in the affidavit of plaintiff submitted 


herewith. As plaintiff outlires in her affidavit, there have 
been a nuugber of complaints against the defendants charging the 
defendants with sex discrimination -- denial of equal terms, 
privileres and conditions of employment to females solely on the 
basis of sex and classifying and segregating females on tne basis 
of sex to their detriment in their employment situation. I 
represent the plaintiff in this action but also represent 

ten other individual employees of the defendants who are rank 

and file employees of the defendant Lawyers Cooperative Fublisn- 
ine Company and presently work in various departments of the 
defendant corporation at both the one Aqueduct Street, Roches- 
ter, New York address and the Webster, New York address. 1 also 


represent the Genesce Vallcy Chapter of the National Oreanization | 


for Women which has, alone with the ten other employecs, filed 
charres of sex discrimination asainst the defendants with the 
Equal Employment Opportunity Commission. 

10. iI am familiar both with the pleadings in the 
present case and with the claims of the other employees and 
the Genesce Valley Chapter of the National Oreanization for 
Women before the Equal Employment Opportunity Commission. There 
are common questions of law and fact presented in plaintiff's 
complaint and in the claims of the ten other employees and 
the Genesee Valley Chapter of the National Organization for 
Women. Both the plaintiff in this case and the ten other em- 
ployees and the Genesee Valley Chapter of the National Oraanizatio 
for Women charge the defendants with pervasive patterns, practices, 
customs and usares of sex discrimination. 

ll. Because of the common questims of law and fr :t in 
this case and in the cases of the ten other Lawyers Cooperative 
Publishing Company employees and the Genesee Valley Chapter of 
the National Organization fer Women, the other employees and now 
are asking in a separate motion to this Court made by the 
pleintif’ to ve made additional party plaintiffs and named wemoers 
of the class in this law suit. There will be a necessity for 
numberous individual law suits should the present law suit not 
proceed as a class action. 

12. The Equal Employment Opportunity Commission has 
already issued a Right to Sue Notice to employee Putricia 


Ieuthney; the Commission will presently issue Right to Sue 


nenher of the class has properly initiatec the law suit, nere 
Eula I.ee Blowers, the other memvers of the class need not wait 


to brinz their law sui “) 4 


he . | ee of 
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lioticcs to the other nine employees and MQW, However, once one 
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UnITcD STATES DISTRICT COURT 
FOR The WESTERN DISTRICT OF NEW YORK 
eULA Lik BLOWERS, individually, and * 


On obenalf of ail otner persons ; = OF MOTION 
Similarly situated nore ee eS 


50 Joanne Drive and 
Rochester, New York # 


Plaintiff, MOTION 


vs. RULE 21 
LAWYeRS COOPERATIVE PUSBLIS HING 
COMPANY, IWC. 
Rochester, N.Y. 
Rochester, N.Y. 


Rochester, N.Y. 
ROBERT FEIN, 


Rochester, N.Y. 


Defendants. 
* 


ees 
PLEASE TAKE NOTICE that upon all the pleadings and 

proceedings neretofore had herein, the affidavit of E}MMELYN 

LOGAN-PALDWIN, ESQ., duly sworn, April 6, 1973, the affidavit 

of PATRICIA A. LOUGHNEY, duly sworn, April 6, 1973, the 

affidavits of MARY NAGEOTTE, VINCENZA LINDA GRICE, PAT PRUSAK, 

ELIZABETH ARES,. MARC\RET MOULTON, BEVERLY NATROUR, VIRGINIA 

SWEENECY, and JANE PLITT-SELMAN, duly sworn, April 6, 1973, 

the plaintiff will wove at a motion term of thig Court to be reld 

at the Federal Building, Church and Fitzhugh Streets, Rochest: 

New York, at 10:00 A. M., or as soon thereafter as counsel can 

be heard, on the 23rd day of April, 1973 for an Order of the , 

Court adding as additional party plaintiffs and named member 

of tne class, PATRICIA A. LOUGHNEY, MARY NAGEOTTE, VINCENZA 

LINDA GRICK, PASHA BAKER, PAT PRUSAK, ELLEN MICHELSON, ELIZsBET: 


AR&S, MARGARET MOULTON, BEVERLY NATROUR, VIRGINIA SWEENEY and 


the Genesee Valley Chapter ofgve National Organizatior for 


ne oe ac tbat ae ial 


Women, 


Tne grounds for tis motion are as follows: 

1. Plaintiff nas brougnt this lawsuit individually 
and on benalf of all female persons Similarly situated to 
redress denial by defendants of equal terms, conditions and 
privileges of employment to females who have been, are, or 
would be employed by the defendants. 

2. The individual persons seeking to be added 
namea party plaintiffs and memoders of the elass in this 
filed similar complaints of denial to them, as employees 
defendants, of equal terms, privileges and conditions of em- 
ployment by the defendants to them SOlely on the basis of sex. 
These charges of sex discrimination have been filed with the 
Equal Employment Opportunity Commission. 

3. The Genesee Valley Chapter of the National Organi- 
zation for Women has likewise filed charges of sex discrimination 
practiced by the defendants with the Equal Employment Opportunity 


Commission. 


4, The individual persons and N.O.W. desire to 


litigate their clasms and wish to be added as additional party 


plaintiffs-in this lawsuit vecause 4 


A. There are questions of law and fact common ° 

; ‘ 

to the plaintiff's complaint and their case. : 
i 
B. The claims of the plaintiff and themselves, 


are typical of the claims of females who have been and wno ar: 
or wno would be employed by the defendants. 

C. These persons will fairly and adequately + 
represent the interests of females who have been. are or wo. i 


be employed by the defendants. 


~3~ 


D. The defendants nave acted or refused to act 


On grounas generally applicaodle to all females who have been 


employea, are employed, or would be employed by the defend: 
final injunctive relief or corresponding declaratory relief 


would oe appropriate with respect to all females. 


E. Litigation of these claims as a class action 


is superior to litigating the claim ofr 


each person separ 
Since tne central questions of the defendants' patterns, 


tices, customs and usages of discrimination against female 


who have been, are or would be employed by the defendants are 


central questions of law and fact common to all female plain- 


Y 
b 


tiffs. 
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EMMELYN Lot aN—BALDI 
Attorney for Plaint 
Office and Post Off 
19 Arnold Park 
Rochester, New York 1 
(716) 442-4150 


NIXON, HARGRAVE, DEVANS & DOYLE 
JOHN B. McCRORY, ESQ., OF COUNSEL 
Attorneys for Defendants 

Office and Post Office Address 
One Exchange Street 

Rochester, New York 14614 

(716) 546-8000 


UNITsD S''ATES DISTRICT COURT 
POR Yhe WeSTERN DISTRICT OF NEW YORK 
ccna ational emai cinitinnasisaclaeg a as 
EULA L&E BLOWERS, individually, and 
on behalf of all other persons 
Similarly situated 
50 Joanne Drive AFFIDAVIT IN SUPPORT 
Rochester, New York # 
OF MOTION TO 
Pilaintifr, 

vs. ADD PERSONS AS NAMED 
LAWYERS COOPERATIVE PUBLISHI PLAINTIFFS AND MEMBEHS 
COMPANY LHC & 
One Aqucaduct Street, Rochester, N.Y. OF CLASS 
DONALD BENNETT, 
One Aqueduct Street, Rochester, 
CHARLES DONJER, 
One Aqueduct Street, Rochester, 
ROBERT FEIN, 


> ae 


Rochester, 


Defendants. 
* 
STATE OF NeW YORK) ps Fe i rn 
COUNTY OF MONROE ) ee 
CITY OF ROCHESTER  ) 


MARY NAGEOTTE, VINCENZA LINDA GRICE, PAT PRUSAK, 
Margaret Mou|ter 
ELIZABETH ARES , /BEVERLY NATROUR, VIRGINIA SWEENEY and JANE 
FLilT-SeLriaN, Deing duly sworn, according to law depose and 
say: 
1. MARY NAGEOTTE individually alleges that she is 


a private citizen who resides at 125 Falmouth Street, Rochester, 


New York. She is and has been employed by defendants Lawyers 


Cooperative Publishing Company since September, 1967, with the 


exception of a period of aosence between June, 1969, and 

September, 1969. She has at various times sought and continues 

to seek advancement at Lawyers Cooperative Publishing Company. 
2. VINCENZA LINDA GRICE individually alleges that 

she is a private citizen who resides at 110 Avis Street, 

Rochester, New York. She is and has been employed by Lawyers 

Cooperative Publishing Company since February, 1971. She has 


at various times sougnt and coppafpes to seek advancement at 


Lawyers Cooperative Publishing Company. 

3. PAT PRUSAK individually alleges that she is a 
private citizen who resides at 1180 Ridge Road East, Rochester, 
New York. Sne is and has been employed by respondent Lawyers 
Cooperative Publishi 3 Company since Novemver, 1970, in the 
proofroom. Sne desires advancement at Lawyers Cooperative 
Puolisning Company. 

4, ELIZABETH ARES individually alleges that she is 
a private citizen who resides at 75 Lored Road, Victor, New 
York. She is and has been employed by the defendant Lawyers 
Cooperative Publishing Company since September 1970 as a copy- 
holder proofreader. She has at various times sought and con- 
tinues to seek advancement at Lawyers Cooperative Publishing 
Compan (She is presently on pregnancy leave from the defen- 
dant corporation but has given notice she will return to 
employment on April 30, 1973.) 

5. MARGARET MOULTON individually alleges that she 
is a private citizen who resides at 691 East Main Street, 
Rocnester, New York. She is and has been employed by defendant 
Lawyers Cooperative Publishing Company since 1968 as a junior 

(nos Firs€ Regier) 
proofreader/ She desires advancement at Lawyers Cooperative 


Publishing Company. 


4 
6. BEVERLY NATROUR individually alleges that she is 
1°29 Pine Slreet East 
a private citizen and :esides at 23-siren-Crescent,/hocnester, 


New York. She is and has been employed by defendant Lawyers 
Cooperative Publishing Company since August, 1968 in the 
proofroom. She has at various times sought and continues to 
seek advancement at Lawyers Cooperative Publishing Company. 

7. VIRGINIA SWEENEY individually alleges that she is 
a private citizen who resides at 48 Harlem Street, Apt. 3, 
Rocnester, iiew York. Shne is and has been employed by deferidant 
Lawyers Cooperative Publishing Company since April, 1966. 


presently nolds a position in the defendant's advance reading 
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of 


aepartment. She has, at various times, sought and continues 
to seek advancement at Lawyers Cooperative Publishing Company. 
8. JANE PLITT-SELMAN individually alleges that she 
is a private citizen residing at 100 Mulberry Street, Rochester 
New Yorx. She is the current president of the Genesee Valley 
Chapter of the National Organization for Women. The Genesee 
Valley Chapter of the National Organization for Women is an 
affiliate of the National Organization for Women. The National 
Organization for Women is a non-profit organization of persons 
in tie United States united in an effort to bring the benefits 
and guarantees of the Constitution and the lawsof the United 
States to female citize:.s of the United States. In October of 
1972, the foregoing individual deponents and JANE PLITT-SELMAN, 
as president of the Genesee Valley Chapter of N.O.W., joined 
4n with Pascha Baker and Ellen Michelson, individual complain- 
ants who are presently absent temporarily from the City of 
Rochester and/or the United States, in filing a complaint of 
sex discrimination against the defendant Lawyers Cooperative 
Publishing Company with the Equal Employment Opportunity Com- 
mission. Our complaint alleges that the defendant Lawyers 
Cooperative Publishing Company has discriminated against us 
because of sex, race and national origin with respect to com- 
pensation, terms, conditions and privileges of employnent and 
that the defendants have limited and segregated and classified 
us so as to deprive us of employment opportunities and adversc- 
ly affect our status as employees because of sex, race and 


national origin. 


9. Our complaint includes aliegations, for example, 


without intending to limit, that (1) Lawyers Cooperative Pub- 


lishing Company maintains a policy of discrimination against 


its women employees, including us, by excluding women from 


certain job Cooperative Publi 


Company maintains a policy, practice, custom and usage of 


discrimination against its women employees of placing 


4 een 
*~ ve 
women employees, incluaing us, in low, menial classifications 


wnile requiring us to perform work of hign, technical or 


pro- 


fessional caliber in classification and paying us at a low, 


menial level; (3) the defendant Lawyers Cooperative Publis 


Shing 


Company discriminates against female employees, including us, 


by a conscious practice of filling only certain jobs with womer, 
employees which it carefully recruits with a design to hir 
Only tnose women who will work for sub-standard wages and be 
docile; (4) defendant Lawyers Cooperative Publishing Company 
recruits the white male for the best paying, career oriented 
jobs while seeking and hiring women, inc)uding us, for low 
paying, menial jobs with little or no career, supervisory 
or managerial potential; (5) defendant Lawyers Cooperative 
Publishing Company excludes women, including us, from training 
programs which men with the equivalent or less education and 
Skills are enrolled; (6) defendant Lawyers Cooperative Pub- 
lishing Company discriminates against us and other women 

and 
employces by classifylng/assigning jovus ror wnite male em- 
ployees as jobs which are career, supervisory and management 
oriented wnile classifying jobs for women which are low paying 
and menial and without career, Supervisory or management po- 


tential; (7) defendant Lawyers Cooperative Publishing Company 


has discriminated against us and other women employees by 
promoting and transferring employees so that the white male 

is advanced to high paying, career oriented supervisory and 
management jobs while the woman is retained in low paying, 
menial jobs; (8) defendant Lawyers Cooperative Publishing 
Company has discriminated against us and other women employees 


by paying us and other women of whatever job description, 


Classification or Job level, less than white male counterparts 


ius 


oO RS eR, Oy 


when tine education, skill and competence of the woman enployee 
equals or exceeds the education, skill and competence of the 
white male engaged in the same or similar work; (9) defendant 
Lawyers Cooperative Publishing Company nas discriminatea 
against us and other women employees by fostering an atmos; 

in the employment situation wnich is calculated to harass, 
emoarass, humiliate and thereby cause the woman employee to 
"keep her place"; (10) the defendan awyers Cooperative 
Publishing Company has discriminated against us and its women 
employees by denying sick leave and other benefits to female 
employees who become pregnant during the course of their 
employment. 

10. We believe and are informed that the plaintiff's 
complaint in this action raises many of the same or similar 
claims that we outline above; we are informed and believe 
that there are common questions of law and fact in the plain- 
tiff's case end in our case; we are informed and believe that 


our claims could be effectively and efficiently presented 


with the addition of us as named 


4 


party plain fr 
party psaantiii 


na : 
© ana ECchuocrs: 


of the class in the present lawsuit without thereby necessi- 


‘ 
tating our filing and prosecuting separate, individual actions} 


/4)) Ter Minwscrte, 


MARY NAGEOTVTE 
| ) 


Sworn to before me this 


day of April, 1973. 


V rT cas Dr PatrPo 
wConZa LIiwbDA GalCc 


Sworn to before me this 


day of April, 1973. 


Sworn to before me this 


day of April, 1973. 


ELIZABETH AES 


Sworn to before me this 


Gay of April, i973. 


BEVERLY NATROUR 


Sworn to before me this 


day of April, 1973. 


VIRGINIA SWcc 


Sworn to before me this 


day of April, 1973. 


JANE PLITY—-SELMAN 


Sworn to before me this 


day of April, 1973. 


MARGARET MOULTON 


‘ . 
Sworn to before me this 


day of April, 1973. 


j 
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Uii’evD STAT2S DISTKICT COURT 
FOR THe WeSviiuil DISTRICT OF NEW YORK 
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EULA LEE BLOWERS individually, and 
On benalf of all other persons 
Similarly situated 
90 Joanne Drive 
Roci ester, New York 
laintiff, 

vs. 
AFFIDAVIT 
LAWYERS COOPERATIVE PUBLISHING 
JOMPANWY, INC. 

Aqueduct Street, Rochester, 
a ADD PERSONS 

One Aqueduct Street, Rochester, 
CHARLES DONNER, ADDITIONAL PARTIES 
One Aqueduct Street, Rochester, 
ROBERT FEIN, PLAINTIFF 
Rochester, 


MEMBERS OF 
Defendants. 


STATE OF NEW YORK 
COUNTY OF MONO! 
CITY OF ROCHESTER 


PATRICIA A. LOUGHNEY, being duly sworn, according to 
law, deposes and says: 

1. She is a private citizen who resides at 61 Dewey 
Avenue, Fairport, New York. She is and has been employed by 
the defendant LAWYERS COOPERATIVE PUBLISHIIN% COMPANY full time 
Since September, 1969. She has at various times sought and 


continues to seek advancement at Lawyers Cooperative Publicning 


4 


| 


Company. 


2. Depenent and Jane Plitt-Selman, on behalf of he 


Genesee Valley Chapter of the National Organization for Wonen, 


filed a complaint with the Equal Employment Opportunity Com- | 


mission on or about June 10, 1972, the sudstance of that comp 


alleging that the defendant Lawyers Cooperative Publishing Co’ »any 


has discriminated against them because of sex, race and nati’ nal 


origin with respect to compensation, terms, conditions 


privileges of employment and that the defendants hav 


and segregated and classified them so as to deprive them of em- 
ployment opportunities and adversely affect their status as 
employees because of sex, race and national origin. 


3. Deponent's work in the Indexing Department of Lawyers 


Cooperative Publishing Company is classified as a non-exempt 


clerical position whereas the males employed by Lawyers Cooperativp 
Publishing Company, employing the same skills and performing the 
Same work, are classified as professional, exempt employees. Male 
employees are Paid approximately $3,000.00 a year more for the 
Same work requiring the same skills deponent. Deponent claims 
tnat Lawyers Cooperative Puodlishing Company has retaliated against 
her for having complained to the company of their discriminatory 
practices and for her naving filed complaints of the defendant's 
sex discrimination with the New York State Division of Human 
Rights and the Equal Employment Opportunity Commission. 

4, Deponent is informed and believes that the plaintiff'|, 
comphint in this action and the claims of MARY. NAGEOTTE, VINCENZA 
LINDA GRICE, PAT PRUSAK, ELIZABETH ARES, PASHA BAKER, ELLEN 
MICHELSON, MARGARET MOULTON, BEVERLY NATROUR, VIRGINIA SWEENEY 


and the Genesee Valley Chapter of 


+ . Bartana? "ow fone ft f 
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-— - - *. oo) 
Women raise many of the same or Similar claims that she has briefly 
outline. herein. beponent is informed and believes that there 


are common questions of law and fact in the plaintiff's and the 


other employees' cases and in her case; she is informed and believbks 


that their claims could be effectively and efficiently presented 
with the addition of them as named party piaintiffs and members 
of the class in the present lawsuit without thereby necessitating 


tneir filing and prosecuting separate, individual actions. 


5.. The Equal Employment Opportunity Commission has 


issued to her a Right to Sue Notice, a copy of which is attached 


hereto and mde a part hercof as Exhibit A. 
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PATRICIA A. LOUGHNZY 


Sworn to before me this 


day of April, 1973. 


aM Rs i wR cs aS ll Ai OR eu iD it Sat AI se 
EQUAL EMPLOYMENT OPPORTUNITY COMMISSION 
1 WEST GENESEE STREET 
BUFFALO, NEW YORK 14202 
(716) 842 ~ $170 


CERTIFIED MAIL: 191451 


Re: 


NOTICE OF RIGHT TO SuS 
WITHLY 90 DAYS 


In Case No. TBU3 010)before the Equal Enployuent Opportunity 
Commission, United States Government. 


Patricia A. Loughney 
ve 


Lawyers Cooperative Publishing Company 
YOU ARE HERESY NOTIFIED THAT: 


WHEREAS, thie Commission has not filed a civil action with 
respect to r cha~ge as provided by section 706(f)(1) of 
Title VII of the Civil Rights Act of 196), as amended, 2 U.S.C. 
2000e et seq; and, 


WHEREAS, this Commission has not entered into a conciliation 
agreement to which you are a party; 


THEREFORE, Pursuant to §706(F) of Title VII, you may, within 
90 days of your receipt of this Notice, institute a civil action 
in the United States District Court having jurisdiction over your 
case. 


Should you decide to commence judicial action, you must do so 
within 90 days of the receipt of this letter or you will lose 
your right to sue under Title VII. 


If you are not represented by counsel and you are unable to obtain 
counsel, the Court may, in its discretion, appoint an attorney to 
represent you. 


Should you have any question concerning your legal rights or have 


eny difficulty filing your case in court, p contc 


Ul vs ~ Qcv ie 


Kenneth MeCulioch of our Regional Office at “(212)- 26h- 36s. 
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UNIeD STATES DISTRICT COURT 
FOK Thk WESTERN DISTRICT OF NEW YORK 


eee 


LULA Leet BLOWERS, individually # 

on behalf of all other persons # 

Similarly situated AFFIDAVIT IW SUPPORT 
50 Joanne Drive * 

Rocnester, New York bd OF MOTION TO 


Plaintiff, ADD PERSONS AS NAMED 
vs. 


PLAINTIFFS AND MEMBENS 
LAWYERS COOPERATIVE PUBLISHING 


COMPANY, INC. OF CLASS 


One Aqueduct Street, Rochester, 
CHARLES DONWeR, 
One Aqucauct Street, Rochester, 
ROBERT FEIN, 

Rochester, 


Defendants. 


STATE OF NEW YORK ) 
COUNTY OF MONROE ) SS: 
CITY OF ROCHESTER ) 

EMMELYN LOGAN-BALDWIN, being duly sworn, according 
to law, deposes and says: 

1. That I am an attorney at law duly licensed to 
practice my profession in the State of New York; I am 
admitted to practice before the Bar of the United States 
Court for the Western District of New York, My offices are 
located at 19! Arnold Park, Rochester, New York. I am the 
attorney for the plaintiff in this law suit. This affidavit 
is submitted by me in support of plaintiff's Motion To 
Add Persons As Additional Parties Plaintiff And Members 
of Class. 

2. I am the attonney for the Persons and the 
Genesee Valley Chapter of the National Organization For 
Women who seek in this Motion to be added as additional 
Parties Plaintiff and Named members of the class in this 
law suit. My clients, PASHA BAKER and ELLEI MICHELSO! are 
temporarily absent from Hochester on vacations and are 


unable to submit individual affidavits to the court 
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i De 


at this time in support of their motion. I ask leave of 
the court to file their affidavits veeparately on their 
respective returns to Rochester. 

3. I also ask leave of court to supplement this 
motion with tne Equal Employment Opportunity Commission 
Notice of Right To Sue which I believe will be receive? 


shortly. 


FE Creal as Henn : A£0, caer 


EMMELYN LOBAN-BALDWIN, ESQ. 


Sworn to before me this 


Lae day of April, 1973. 


(¥ he ve ee Hy Keo 
[sete O shir 


Ce AAW 972? AG ow 


A AALO 


3/30/74 


[Filed 4/23/73] 


UWITED STATES DISTRICT COURT 
WSSTERN DISTRICT OF NEW YORK 


“EULA LEE PLOWRS, individually, and on 

behalf of all other persons similarly 

situated, ANSWERING 
"Plaintiff, APPIDAVIT 

-#«V3S~- 

“LAWYERS COOPERATIVE PUBLISHING COMPANY, - 

[DONALD BUNNETT, CHARLDOS CONNER and 

"ROBERT FEIN, 


.Defendants. 


STATE OF WikwW YORK: 
ICOUNTY OF MONROE : SS: 
CITY OF ROCHESTER: 


JOUN B. McCRORY, being duly sworn, deposes and 


_1. .I am a partner of Nixon, Hargrave, Devans & 
-Doyle, attorneys for defendants herein and am fully familiar 
with this action. 

2. On April 2, 1973, defencants set three motions 
dovn for arquisent before this Court. One motion was defen- 
Cants' motion to dismiss the class action herein. The motion 
was supported by my affidavit and the affidavit of the Dbizector 
of Personnel of defendant Lawyers Cooperative Publishina 
Company. 

3. Defendants' motion and papers of April 2, 13973 
-set forth compelling reasons why plaintiff Eula Lee Blowers 


-could not be a proper class representative and why the class 


action as alleged had to fail. 


4. Apparently realizing that defendants’ motion 
entirely correct, plaintiff's attorney served this motion 


April 6, 1973. This rotion seeks to avoid the failure of 
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class action by finding new plaintiffs to lead the class. 

5. It seems apparent from her moving papers that 
counsel for the plaintiff represented those she now seeks 
have joined in this action long before April 6, 1973, yet 
sought joinder of these individuals (and the organization 
which she is general counsel) only after she realized the impact 
of defendants’ motion of April 2, 1973. 

6. Plaintiff and her counsel should not be permitted 
to circunvent the proper determination of the class action 
question as required by FRCP 23(1) by adding plaintiffs only 
after defendants Cemonstrate that the class action was improper. 

7. Plaintiff's motion must be denied. If the indivi- 
duals who now seek to join this action have valid claims and 
form a proper class, they should bring their own action, rather 
than at Lempting to substitute for Eula Lee Blowers in the class 
action she brought. 

8. In any event, the joinder suggested would be 
proper only under FRCP 20. As a result, end in comparison to 
a class action, individual jurisdictional basis must be shown 
for each plaintiff which is not shown by plaintiff. Further, 
the National Organization for Women is not a proper party in the 
present suit. For these additional reasons, plaintiff's motion 


is imvroper and must be denied. 


Ca, 7) ¢ eae ri 


JOlid De HoCRORY 0 


Sworn to before me 


April /9 , 1973. 


AMES H. 

mies Pubic bo the tate uf New York 

MUNKOE COUNTY. 7S 
Coasaisden bapires Muten os. -9 


unTTEn See Soe eemrep COvnt 
ror TML WVHOTURY pISVRICT 


OF Nn YORK 
[Filed 4/27/73) 


' 


EULA LEY LOWER 
individually and on behalf 
of all ott=#rs similarly 
situated, 


Plaintiff, 
CIVIL ACTION NO. 1973-47 


7 
L?.WYLRS COOPERATIVE PUBLISH- 
ING COMPALY, 

BENNETT, CHARLES DOM: Eg 
ROBERT FEIN 


) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
v. ) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
pe fendants. ) 
) 
MOTION OF THE UNITED STATES ikL EMPLOYMENT 
OPPORTUNITY COMALSSION FOR LEAVE TO FILE BRLEF 
RALCUS CURIAE AND FOR AN CMTENSLON OF TIME IN 
WHICH TO FILE BRIEF. 
The United States Equal Employment Oppor tunity Commission 
moves for leave to file a bricf amicus curiae in the above case 
_on the issue of whether the plaintiff's case properly maintains 


this suit as ‘a class action. in support of jts motion, the 


commission states that the enforcement of Title VII of the Civil 


Rights Act of 1964, 42 U.S.C. 2000(e) et sea-. § amended by the 
Equa) Employment opportunity net of 1972, (Pubiic Law 92-261, 
March 24, 1972) aepends heavly on the cass action. As the 
agency charged with the vdministration and enforcement of Title 
VI1, the Commission has a special interest in issues pertaining 
4o class actions. See Johnsen v- ceoraia Higivay Mnuprenrs 417 

yr. 2a 1122 (Sth Cir., 1969); Sce also, Vigil v- prerican Telens 


and_ Telegraph, 2 rep 99, 100 (D. col.. 1969). 


The Coaission Glso moves the Court to extend the date by 


which its brief must be filed to Hay 14. 1973. Counsel for both 


parties have stated that they are not Opposed to such an extension. 


Respectvully submitted, 


WILLIAM A CAREY 
General Counsc)] 


JULIA P.4*COOPER 
, Associate General Counse) 
JOSEP! T. EDDINS 

Assistune General Counsel 


MARTIN SLAVE 
Attorney 


Wt Pott cate POLE 


EQUAL ENPLOYMENT OPPORTUNITY 
COMMUSSION 

1800 G Sireet, N.W. 

Washington, D. C. 


April 27, 1973 


Rule 23, ; 2s i Pr ture requires 
this cour 
practicable, whethe 
as a class action may be maintained 

mination will 

nexus required by 

maintain the class action 
Of Alabama (Jecided by en bane court - 

JT IS HEREBY ORDERED that on 
1973, at 10;S0 A.M. at the United St: Court Yousa, 
Rochester, New Yors, a preliminary evicentiary 
will be hela on the questions whether the 

is a member of the class 


in this class action, 


ag may be rolevant; and further, 
Blowers, is Ne: € a class of versons who have 


‘suffered discrimination, how the class 3all be Celineated. 


This hearing will net be direct2d to the question whether 


the plaintiff can 


FIAROLD P. BUPAE 


United States District Jucg 


Novenber 


[Filed 1/14/74] 


UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT 
WESTERN DISTRICT OF NEW YORK 
a ee a ee ee 
EULA LEE BLOWERS, individually and on 
behalf of all other persons similarly 
situated, | 
- ~ = = | 
Plaintiff, > DA | 
ACTION 3:0. 
AWYERS COOPERATIVE PUBLISHING COMPANY, j | 
INC., DONALD SENNETY CHARLES DONNOR 
and ROBERT FHI, 


Defendants. 


—— ne 


ECM LYN LOGAN-BALD VIN 
Attorney for Plaintiff 

19 Arnold Park 

Rochester, New York 14607 


Defendants request that volaintiff answer, under 
oath, in accordance with FRCP 33, the following Interrogatorics. 


As set forth in defendants! First Interrogatories, 


supplemented when necessary to reflect events occurring and 


these Interrogatories shall be deemed continving and shall be | 


information becoming available subsequent to the filing of 
initial answers. Plaintiff 4s requested to answer each vortion 
of each incuiry to the extent there is no specific objection to 


each such portion. 
DEFINITIONS: 


The definitions set forth in defendants' First 
Interrogatories shall apply to defendants' Second Interrogator- 


jes. 


INSTRUCTIONS ¢ 
The instructions set forth in defendants' First 


Interrogatories shall continue to be followed in answers to 


defendants’ Second Inte ssatories. 


ROGATORIES: 


1. With respect to paragraph 15 o 


(a) Has any female employee ever been 
placed in a job classification 
in the manner alleged in said 


paragraph? 


If the answer to l(a) is "Yes," 


identify all such employces. 


For each employee identified in 
answer to l(b), identify (1) the 
job classification into which 
such employee was placed, and 


(2) the date of such placement. 


2. With respect to paragraph 20 of the complaint: 


(a) Was any fomale employee ever been 
Genied promotion or transfer as 


alleged in said paragraph? 


If the answer to 2(a) is "Yes," 


identify all such employces. 


For each employee idontified in 
answer to 2(b), identify (1) the 
job classification into which 
promotion or transfer was denicd 
as alleged and (2) the date of 


such dental. 


best of your knowleds , ever been 
terminated from employment because 
they complained as alleged in said 


aragranh? 


If the answer to 3(a) is "Yes," 


ddentify all such cinplovees. 
Zz 4 


For each employee identified in answer 
to 3(b), set forth the facts of such 


termination. 


Has any female employee to the 
best of your knowledge suffered any 
other type of retaliation as alleged 


in said varagraph? 


3. With respect to paragraph 29 of the complaint: 
(a) Has any female employee, to the 


If the answer to 3(d) is “Yes," 


faentify all euch emmilovees 


‘ For each emr »vyee identified in 


answer to 3(e}, set forth the facts 


of such retaliation. 


¢ 
sy |, Ei Pe | 
Jena 


De Mec rory 
Attornevs for Defendant 
Linedin First Tower 
Nochester, ‘lew York 14603 


Dated: January 11, 1974 
NIXON, ILARGRAVE, DEVANS & DOYLI 
| 716-546-8000 


| 


[Filed 2/12/74] 


DISTRICT 


ul DJ 


LAWYERS 

One Adaued 
DONALD ie T 
One fauednat 
CHARLES 

One Agneduecs 


ROBERT PzIn, 


dated 22, iy 


April 6, 1973, 


‘ 
idavit of Plawitirs 


1974, the plaintisrs 


be held at the 3» 


York, at 


¥ 


heard on tho llth 


the defes, to 
Pursuant to notice 


Court directin 


4 
oC 


[STRICT oF 


ders: 


19:00 A. 


NEW YORK 


©2 G2: 60 00°86. Od On 6d. 46 ve 


Roch er 


2 
TDA 5 
hOCheScer, 


Rochester, 


Defendants 


8 00 00 ce 0c 06 oo 


SO DOS ES eEee enteem - 


fICE THAT upon plai 


Ss anf 


the defendants Notice 


answer, 


Crocs Nothee of Yeposition, the 


Motion, 


2 
rs) 


(3, Plaincire Oppoes 


‘ndants!' Seeond interrogatories, and 


tt4la Tee Slovers, duly sworn, February be 


Lf wili 2t a motion teri Of this Court to 


move 


Suildtias, State Street, Rochester, New 


ter 


* OF a3 S00n thereat @3 counSel czn be 


day of Merch, 1974 fop an order compellin 


S 


4 9pear for Cepositions and produc: documents 


® protective order of the 


S duly Served, for 


deposition of Plaintiff Eula Lee Blowers 


Shall be conducted with no One present 


| 
| 


1e deposition, 


except the Plalntirr, the 
attorneys for the Partles, and the Officer taking th} 


and for an order Granting the Plaintir? an exen3lon of time in 


Which to answer the First Interrogatorics and Second Interroz~ 
atories of the defendants until aftes the defendants have appear 


for depositions duly noticed and produced documents duly requested, 


' 
FURTHER NOTIcz that any respondinz | 
| 


Shall be Served on attornay for Plaintirr 


before Maren 7, 1974. 


Emnelyn Lo:‘an 

Attorney For 

19 Arnold Par: 

Rochester, New York 14607 
716 42-4159 


NIXON, HARCRAVE “VANS & DOYLE 
John B, ifs or Squire, of 
Lincoln FA 2 : 
Rochester, 


Ater 


counsel 


whew yw 


UNITED STATES DISTRICT couar 
FOR THE WESTERN DISTRICT OF NEW YORK 


em ninaaitninnioneecsses 


EULA LES BLOWERS, individually ana on 
behalf of all] other Persons similarly 
3ituated 

50 Jo2nne Drive 

Rochester, New York 


Plaintiff, 
AFPIDAVIT 
IN SUPPORT oP 
LAWYERS CCOPERATIV: PUBLISE % 
One Aque MOTION 
DONALD BENE 
One Aqueduct 
CHARLES DONNE 
One Aqueduet 
ROBERT PSI 


13 
eve SS Mt ds 


ate 


23¢ Te 
renee ter.: Mam Civ. Action 
Oo 97 3-47 
Rochester, HO. 1973 we 


1) 


Rochester, ji York 


Defendants, 


a ace 


STATE OF NEW YORK 
COUNTY OF MONROE 
CITY OF ROCHESTER 


Eula Lee Blowers, being, duly Sworn, accordins: to 


law, deposes and Says: 

le I an the Plaintiff in the above noted lawsuit. 
This Affidavit is Submitted by me in ppc Of my motion heroin 
for an order compelling the defendants to appear Tor depositions 
and produce documents duly notieed, for protective order of the 
Court in the conduct of my - position und for an order extend 
the time in watch T may ane"e ¢ctendants' Girst Interro 
and Second Interrogatories until after the defendants have @opeared 
Lor vo; 3 duly noticed and pn 1. documents culy reque- 
6ted, 

lawsuit to secure the protection 


Of and to redress deprivation of rights to fair ang equal 


ment opportunities Secured by Federal jaw, bring this action 


on my own behalf ana en behalf of ali other persons Similarly 


> 2 See ewe ewes 


Bituated. I clain that the Cefendants Nairiain a Dolicy, prac- 
tice, custom and usage of (a) diseriminating against me ang 
other persons Similarly Situnted because of Sex, race and nation 
Origin with respect to compensation, terms, conditions ana priy- 
and (b) liniting, segregating and 
Lawyers Cooperative Pudlishing Con- 
Geprived me and other per- 
equal employment Opportunities and 
Otherwise adversely affect our Status as employees, [I incor- 
porate herein by reference th> detailed description or my claims, 
the definition Of she clase ang the posture of this litigation 
contained in my Notice or Notion, dated March 22, 1973 and 
3 Affidavits, dated April 6, 1973. 
3. I an informed and believe from discussions 
Summons and complaint in this action 
S¢rved on 311 cefend: % On February 1, 1973. On Or about 
¥ebruary 20, 1973, dei “3 Served their answer, consisting 
Of a Sotuscval Genial of the legations in ny complaint. With 
the services of dersndants? : there was Served a Notice 
« 


Of Deposition requesting the taking of m Ceposition on Maren 
4 =) 2 


14, 1973. 


| 
| 
Be 
| 


Tuvrearter, I an informed and pelieyve tron 
my attorney, on February 235 1973, defendants | 
interrogatories, That same day, my attorney served 

take the depositions o,' defen- 


dants Charles Donner, na emnett, Robert Fein and witnesses j 

! 
Pat Lipoa ana Frances 1i{ Tae Cross Notice Of Deposition 
required tho aefendants , 25ents and/or 2mpliovyees to produce all 
H 
} 


Qocumeniary evidense 4 Chelly PISSOSsion relotving airectly or 
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| indirectly to the issues raised in my complaint; my attorney 


' Specified in writing to attorneys for the defendants SPecific 


' documents in the defendants! possession, relevant to the Lawsuit, 


and which aefendant3 were requested to Produce at the Gepo3ition. 
The depositions of the defendants were to begin March 14, 1973 
'at 10:30 AVN. and continue in consecutive day3 until conclusion 
of the initial examinations of those persons noticed, 
5. On March 14, 1973, I along with my attorney 
! duly appeared at the office of Gefendants! attorneys and began 
The deposition Procceded under the Ino 
and exasperating of clroumstances which I believe were calculated 
to annoy and haras3 mea. Some of those circumstances include the 
defendznts! attorney insisting on the Presence of non-party 
Witnesses in the exar 7oom, the presence of third p 
Outsiders identified Only 3 "persons who were trying to decide 
Whether they wanted to becoma layyers," the constants bacsering 
Of me as a witness, and the engaging, by one of the attorneys 
for the Gefendants in the making of distracting &estures, par. 
ticularly during the afternoon of ray testimony. A more particu. 
lar deseription of the condunt of th? dsoposition is conta: 
in my Notice Of Motion ana Supporting Peppers, dated March 22 
1973, anw Opposing Affidavits, dateg April 6, 1973, which I 
incorporate herein py reference, 
6 After I completed a 
attorneys for derendants refused to Proceed, as duly noticed, 
with the devositions of the defendants and the production of 
documents but ratner advised my attorney that no Gefendent opr 
Witness for the defendants Would be Produced until they had 
completed their Giscovery of my case nor would any documents 
be Produced until they had completed discovery of my case and 
then that Rocuments would only be produced at the conveniense 


of the defendants, aS my Oxpense and would be documents 


the defendants CONSiAe2rad wo}, lt (See Notice or } 
Supporting Papers, March 2 


6, 1973.) 


lotion and 


7. The refusal of the defendants to appear 


depositions and Produce documents duly Noticed Pendereg it 
b p 


POSSible for ms to Tespond to the First interrogatories or 


defendants Which DY and large Called for Particulari: 


ation 


in my Class action Complaint or the patterns, 


Customs ang USases ofr Employmant: discrininatio., at 


Gant Lawyers Cooperative Publishing Company, Evidence or 


Tactices Customs and USaves of employment dis. 
> $4 Ploy 


ation 4s in the Control or Cefengant Lawyers Cooperative 


Publishing Company in the books and records of the Con ony. TI 
g Pony J 


am inforneg 4nd believe fron talking With Iny attorney that rx 


an entitlog to the Production Of those docunentg Since those 


docunents ave not only relevant to iy 


once introduced into evidence, Place the burden of B3Sifyine 


the wnequal tre tment of Aefendangs' emp lovees on Gelondant 


Lawyers Cooperatives Publishing Company, 

S. In View of defendayess “eTusal to 
Copesitions and Produce Cocumentas and in view Of the 
atmosphere of ny Ceppsition, I moveg by Notice Or 
Mareh re 1973 for @n order compelling the 


for C2epositions and Prodcues docun nts, 


appear for 


Cxasperatzian- 


appear 


der in 


tho Conduct of my examination, 4nd an extension in which to 2n5- 


Wer defendants: Pirst Interrogatorios. To Cate, the 


Court has 


rendered no dselston on my N9tions, yf therefor. , Penew, here: 


those "tions, 
9. By mall, P2Stmaykag January 
dants Served on my attorney Sevsong Tatarrozatonto 


Interzo satortos like a2 Tendantst First Interronat 


tate hae “Yallabsrity to me of the 
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re 


| 


-5. | 


| 
requested the defendants to produce but Which tha defendants, 
notwithstanding their obligations to Produce those documents, 
j 
refused to Produce, In fact, Gefendants! Seconda Taterrogatories, | 
Consisting of Guestions 1-3 with various sub Parcs are @ pare-~ i 
Phrasing and/or elavoration 0. defendangst First Taterrogaiories, | 
Questions 2, 7, eng a5. 
10. Ian informed ang believe fro: talking with | 
my attorney that a Cefendant hay not Properly Te?ure to appear 
for G2positiong and WLthhola the Production or docuncnts Con-~ | 


GSionea On that party's Completion of discovery of a Plaintirs: 


io) 


case and/or Conditionsg On the defendangts ConVenienca, Judgment 


dl. I am informeg “nd believe fron talking with 
| 
my attorney that the Federal Rules or Civil Procedure SPecifical1y 


Provide in Rule 26 (d) that discovery by bot! Plainsirr and de- 


fendants Shall be Slmutnneous and that, therefore, the defend HS 


ants cannot refuse to Produce Q2cunents End avpear for C2posltions 
&s they have done in this Case. The refusal of the Gefondants 
to honor their Oblizations under the Federal Rules of Civil 
Procedure tO Aapnen: sor Gepositiong and produce documents has 
meant thay the Cefendants have Succeeded for a year in delaying 
the PPeparation Of iny Case for hearing before this Court on | 
the merits, | 
For tha foregoing rea3ons, YX respectfully Poque2st 
that the Court Erant in every respect ny hotion of March 22, 1973, 
for : ier compelling the defendants to appear for depositions 
' 
4nd procy.., tocunents, a Protective Order in the Conduct of ny i 


deposition, “<1 Ords, extending time in Which I M3Y resvond to 
} 


defendants: Firs, MeTrogatoriay, and an Order extending the | 


time 1» “hieh fT MY respond to GeLendantst Second Interrozatories 


>. 


ny 


oe Aint esha deeti:. simian sos Oe 


Sworn to befo 


ee 


ne Ee ei tara 


Ca. 
a> 
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UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT 
WESTERN DISTRICT OF NEW YOU: 


EULA LEE BLOWERS, individually 
on behalf of all other persons ANSWERING 
similarly situated, 
AFFIDAVIT 
Plaintife£, 
-Vs- CIVIL ACTION 2! 

LAWYERS COOPLRATIVE PUBLISHING CIv-_ 1973-47 
COMPANY, INC., DONALD 3ENN" 
CHARLES DOWILR and ROLLRT 

Defendants. 


STATE OF NOW 
CounTy OF Morey 3 
CITY OF ROCHESTER: 


JOHN B. McCRORY, being duly sworn, deposes and 


1. I ama partner of Nixon, Hargrave, Devans & 
Doyle, attorneys for defendants, and I am familiar with the 
facts of this action. 

2. The motion which plaintiff has presently 
brought before this Court, dated February 11, 1974, returnable 
March 11, 1974, is nothing rore than a reaffirmation of plain- 
tiff's prior motipns, dated March 22, 1973, except that plain- 
tiff now refuses to answer defendants' second Interrogatorics. 
After a year, defendants' first Interrogatories remain unanswer- 
ed 

3. Plaintiff's motion sets forth no new facts which 
distinguish it in any way from the motions of March 22, 1973. 

4. Defendants recuest that the Court consider all 
motions now pending before it in this action, but urge that the 


Court's most imnediate attention be directed to the evidentiary 


j 
hearing required and pending, to determine whether or not * 


plaintiff's action should proceed us a cluss action. The class 


i360 


action hearing was ordered by this Court for November 19, 1973, 
but was adjourned because of a conflict with a criminal trial 
then before this Court. Defendants urge that this hearing be 
held at the Court's early convenience. Effective pre-trial 
proceedings cannot go forward until this determination is made, 
as required by FRCP 23. 

5. Defendants consent to the addition of Patricia 
A. Loughney, Mary Nageotte, Vincenza Linda Grice, Pasha 
Pat Prusak, Ellen Michelson, Elizabeth Ares, Margaret Moulton, 
Beverly Natrour, Virginia Sweeney and the Genesee Valley Chapter 
of National Organization for women as parties plaintif£ in this 
action, which was proposed by plaintiff by her motion of April 
23, 1973. Such relief, of course, should mandate dismissal of 
the Loughney action (CIV-1973-233) and Nageotte action (CIV-1973 
346), which would now be consolidated into this action. Defen- 
dants emphasize, however, that their consent to t>e addition of 
these individuals as parties plaintiff in this action in no way 
constitutes defendants' admission of any of plaintiff's asser- 
tions in the motion napers of April 23, 1973. 


6. Defendants will make available all documents 


‘ 
properly requested and not objected to by defendants available 


for inspeccion upon proper notice at the offices of Nixon, 
Hargrave, Devans & Doyle, Lincoln First Tower, Rochester, 
New York, rather tha. at the premises of defendant Lawvers 
Cooperative Publishing Comoany. 

7. Defendants urge that the Court consider <1l 
motions now before it at its early convenience, and defendants 
Airect the Court's attention to the briefs which it has prev- 


jously filed. 


Sworn to before me 


’ é Ture Woorarcersreney 
Maxch 0, 1974. ae Bene ‘a 
Netar, ** ‘tic In the state of Now York 


[Filed 4/5/74] 


UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT 
FOR THE WeSTERN DISTRICT OF NEW YORK 


EULA LEE BLOWERS, individually, and on behalf 
of all other persons similarly situated, 


50 Joanne Drive 
Rochester, New York 


Plaintiff, Civil Action 


No. 1S 73-4 i 


ae 


LAWYERS COOPERATIVE PUBLISHING COMPANY, INC. , 
One Aqueduct Street, Rochester, New York NOTICE OF MOTION 
, 4 


? YP. 23. 21 
DOWALD BENNETT, F.R.C-P. 33, 34 


One Aqueduct Street, Rochester, New York 


CHARLES DONNER 
One Aqueduct Street, Rochester, New York 


ROBERT FEIN, 
; » Rochester, New York 


Defendants. 


PLEASE TAKE NOTICE that, upon First Inter- 


| 
| 
| 
f 
| 
| 
| 
| 


© 
] 


rogatories Propounded By Plaintiff, Notice Produce and unon 


all the papers and pleadings heretofore filed herein, the 


Plaintiff will bring a motidn, pursuant to Federal Rules Of 


Civil Procedure 33 and 34 to shorten the time in which the 


eee eomennnes: «ee. 


Defendant LAWYERS COOPERATIVE PUBLISHING COMPANY may answer 
First Interrogatories Propounded By Plaintiffs and Notice ‘fo 
Producc, and for such other and further relief as to the Court 
may seem just and proper, for hearing before this Court at a 
motion term thereof on April 8, 1974 at the Federal Building, 
State Street, Rochester, New York at 10:00 A.M. or as soon 


thereafter as counsel can be heard. 


a t f 
Ss Larrcen.ces nw? Keone Spatdiin 
EMMELYN CoM RALDUIN, ESQULRE 

Attorney For Plaintiff 

Office und Post Office Address 
19 Arnold Park 

Rochester, New York 14607 

716 442-4150 


cm 


Dated: April 3, 1974. 


NIXON, HARGRAVE, DEVANS & DOY LE 
John B. McCrory, Esquire of Couisel 
‘Lincoln First Tower 

Rochester, New York 14604 

716 546-800 


Attorney For Defendants 


UNITED STA'l 


POR THis 


EULA LEE BLOWERS, individually, and on behalf 
} 


of all other pex similarly situated, 
50 Joanne Drive 
Rochester, New York 
Plaintiff, Civil Action 
No. 1973-47 


LAWYERS COOPERAPIVE PUBLISHING MPANY, INC. , 
‘One Aqueduct Street, Rochester, New York’ MOTION TO SHORTEN 
DONALD BENNETT, TIME POR RESPONSE: 
One Aqueduct Street, Rochester, New York TO FIRST INTERRO 
Sa APOUuNns! 
CHARLES DONNER, RIOR ES SRUEOURDSL 
One Aqueduct Street, Rochester, New York BY PLAINTIFF ANI 
NOTICE TO PRODUCE 


Rocnester, New York FiRG. 2s: 33 


ROBERT FEIN, 


> 


Defendants. 


Tne Plaintiff moves the Court as Lfoilows: 


i. Pursuant to Rule 33 of the Federal Ruies Of Civil Procedure 
to shorten the time in which the Defendant LAWYERS COOPERATIVE 
PUBLISHI?G, COMPANY may answer the First Interrogatories Pro- 
pounded By Plaintiff, dated April 3, 1974 and duly served on 


all parties and forwarded for filing on April 3, 1974. 


2. Pursuant .9 Rule 34 of the Federal Rules Of Civil Procedure 


to shorten the time in which the Defendant LAWYERS COOPERATIVE 


PUBLISIIING COMPANY may respond to Plaintiff's Notice To Produce 
dated April 2, 1974 and duly served on all parties and forwarded 


for filing on April 3, 1974. 


NJ 


3. The grounds for this motion are that the Fedcral Rules Of 
Civil Procedure, 33 and 34, pr.ivide that with respect to the 
answering, of Interrogatories and with respect to the production 
of documents, a Court may allow a shorter time than thirty day: 
for 1 Defendant's answering of the respective pleadings. 

4. The Court hds directed that there shgll be a preliminary 
evidentiary hearing on tye questions of whether"... the 
named plaintiff, Blowers, is a member of the class she seeks 

to represent in this class action, and on such provisions of 
Rule 23 as may be relevant; and further, if the named plaintiff, 
Blowers, is a member of the class of persons who have suffered 


discrimination, how the class shall be delincated." 


5. Plaintiff desires an early resolution of her claims but, 

so far, has been styricd in the development of her litigation 

by the refusal of the Defendants, defying the provisions of 

the Federal Rule~ Of Civil Procedure, to appear for depositions 
and proguce relevant documents. See Plaintiff's Novice Of 
Motion of March 22, 1973, responding papers of April 6, 1973, 
Notice Of Motion dated February 11, 1974 and Notice Of Motion 


in companion case, Loughney and Genesee Valley Chapter of the 


National Organization For Women v. Lawyers Cooperative Publish- 


ing, Company, dated February 8, 1974. 


6. ‘ine information which Plaintiff requests in the First In- 
terrogatorics and the Notice. To Produce is information directly 
relevant to the determination that this lawsuit is properiy 


maintained as a class action. Wor example, the information 


| 
| 
| 
: 


requested in the Interrogatories and Notice To Produce is dl- 
rectJy related to determining that ; (1) the class is so 
numerous that joinder of al] members is imprac ‘cal (2) that 
there arc questions of iaw o: factoP@e' the class (3) that th 
claims of the representative parties are typical of the claims 

of the class (4) that the representative parties will fairly 
and adequately protect the interests of the class and that 
prosecution of separate actions by 4{ndividuals. members of the 
class will create a risk of a nsistent or varying, adjudications 
and that Defendant LAWYERS COOPERATIVE PUBLISHING COMPANY has 


e 


acted or refused’Act on grounds generally applicable to the class, 
7. The information w ich Plaintiff requests in the First Inter- 
' 
dant LAWYERS COOPERATIVE PUBLISHING COMPANY in advance of the 
preliminary evidentiary hearing herein with vespect to the main- 
tenance of this lawsuit as a class action since the informatio! 
requested in those pleadings directly relates to the maintenance 
of this lawsuit as a class action. Plaintiff, as a matter of 
law, is entitled to complete discovery on the matters peiasine: 
to the maintenance of this lawsuit as a class action so thal j; 
Plaintiff can have a full and fair hearing on the maintenance 
of this lawsuit as a class action and bring to the Court's 


attention the evidence in support of the maintenance of this ; 


_awsuit as a class action. 


| 
' 
rogatorles and Notice To Produce must be produced by the Defen- | 
| 
| 
' 
8. While Defendant LAWYERS COOPERATIVE PUBLISHING COMPANY would 


ordinarily have thirty days to respo : to the Intcrrogatories 
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' 


ane the Notice To Produce, Plaintiff requests that that time 
be shortened to the filing of answers and the production of 
documents on or before April 29, 1974 thereby allowing the 


Defendant LAWYERS COOPERATIVE PUBLISHING COMPANY twenty six 


days in which to respond. Plaintiff submits that the shortening, 


| 


of time for Defendant LAWYERS SOOPERATIVE PUBLISHING COMPANY 
responses is reasonable and will create no hardship for Defen- 
dant LAWYERS C%OPERATIVE PUBLISHING COMPANY. Since Plaintiff 
Blowers filing of her initial complaint of discrimination against 
LAWYERS COOPEKATIVE PUBLISHING COMPANY with the New York State 
Division Of Human Rights in December, 1971, Defendant LAWYERS 
COOPERATIVE PUBLISHING COMPANY has been on notice of the claims 
of company-wide discrimination pracciced by LAWYERS COOPERATIVE 
PUBLISHING COMPANY and on notice of the documentation of this 
company-wide discrimination which defendant LAWYERS COOPERATIVE 
PUBLISHING COMPANY has in its files. Since February 1, 1973, 
th the filing of the complaint in this lawsuit, the Defen- 
Gant LAWYERS COOPERATIVE PUBLISHING COMPANY has had notice of 
the class, company-wide discriminition claims of the Plaintiff 
and, the claims of other present and past employecs of LAWYERS 
COOPERATIVE PUBLISHING COMPANY, class members, who filed motior 
to be added as named plaintiffs and members of the class in 
this Jawsuit and thereafter perfected their claims of company- 
wide discrimination in separately filed lawsuits. Defendant 
LAWYZRS COOPERATIVE PUBLISHING COMPANY has had notice of the 


relevanee and necessity to produce the informalion and document: 


in the Interrogatories and Notice To Produce since March 1973 
when Plaintiffs served notice of depositions on the Defendants ' 
| together with demand for production of documents. 
9. While there i5 not now set a date and time for the 
preliminary evidentiary hearing on the question of maintaining 
this lawsuit as a class action, Plaintiff has indicated her 
availability to proceed as soon as practicable with the Court's | 
schedule. Piaintiff would need to have the information in the | 
Interrogatories and the Notice To Produce at least one week 


prior to the scheduled hearing. 


For these reasons, Plaintiff respectfully re- 


quests that the motion to shorten the time in which Defendant 


rogatories Propounded By Plaintiff and Notice To Produce be 


granted. 


; , J ee P 
ry Hh Connadye DQ PAL Lad Lal ot Pox 


EMMELYN LOGAN-BALDWIN, ESQUIRE 

Attorney For Plaintiff 

19 Arnold Park % 

Rochester, New York 14607 | 

7iG 442-4150 H 
| 
| 
| 


Dated: April 3, 1974. 


TO: NIXON, HARGRAVE, DEVANS & DOYLE 

John B. McCrory, Esquire of Counsel 

Attorneys For Defendants ~ 

Lincoln First Tower 
Rochester, New York 14604 
| 716 546-8000 
{ 


t 
| 

‘ 

| 

| 

i] 

| LAWYERS COOPERATIVE PUBLISHING COMPANY may answer First Inter- 
{ 

i 

| 

| 

| 

| 

| 

‘ 
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[Filed 4/5/74] 


UNITED STATES DISTRICT COUKT 
FOR THE WESTERN DISTRICT OF NEW YORK 


EULA LEE BLOWERS, individually, and on 
behalf of all other persons similarly 


situated 4 
° Civil Action 


50 Joanne Drive : 
Rochester, New York : No. 1973-47 
Plaintiff, ; RICE 
: PRODUC: 
oe ee : F.R.C.P. 34 


LAWYERS COOPERATIVE PUBLISHING COMPAKY, INC. 
One Aqueduct Street, Rochester, New York 


DONALD BENNETT, 
One Aqueduct Street, Rochester, New York 


CHARLES DONNER, 
One Aqueduct Street, Rochester, New York 


ROBERT FEIN, : 
» Rochester, New York : 
Defendants. : 


Pursuant to Rule 34 of the Federal Rules Of 
Civil, Procedure, Plaintiff requests that you produce and per- 
mit Plaintiff, by her attorney, to inspect and copy, at her 
offices, 19 Arnold Park, Rochester, New York, on April 29, 30 
and May 1, 1974 from 10:00 \.M. to 12:00 NOON and from 2:00 
P.M. to 5:00 P.M. on each day, the following: 

1. All EEO-1 reports prepared and filed by 
Defendant LAWYERS COOPERATIVE PUBLISHING COMPANY. 

2. All affirmative action programs prepared 
by Defendant LAWYERS COOPERATIVE P’IBLISHING COMPANY. 


3. All written materials of whatever nature 


in connection with LAWYERS COOPERATIVE PUBLISHING COMDANY po 
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| 
' 
{ 
| 
| 
! 
: 
| 
| 


On exempt employces. 

4. All written materials of whatever nature 
in connection with the LAWYERS COOPERATIVE PUBLISHING COMPANY 
policy on non-exempt employees. 

5. Any LAWYERS COOPERATIVE 
PANY written employee rulcs of whatever nature or description 
for the last fjve years, including, for example, without in- 
tending to limit, employee wacunhe furnishes by the Company 
to employees describing dress codes, leave policies, mater- 
nity benefits, use of Company cafcteria by employees, taking 
of breaks by employees, employee movement from one departnent 
to another, employee access to coffee and tea making cquip- 
ment and responsibility for employees to clean coffee and tea 
making, equipment. 

6. Forms or any writing of any nature what- 
soever used by LAWYERS COOPERATIVE PUBLISHING COMPANY personnel 
in interviewing prospective employees, for the last five years. 

7. Interview forms or any writing of any 
nature what: ver used by LAWYERS COOPERATIVE PUBLISHING COH- 
PANY personne] on the employment interview of Plaintiff EULA 
LEE BLOWERS. 

8. The form and/or any writing of any nature 
whatsoever which LAWYERS COOPERATIVE PUBLSINING COMPANY for- 
wards to its physician in requesting a report on a prospective 
employce's health, for the last five years. 

9. The form and/or any writing of any nature 
whatsoever whieu LAWYERS COOPERATIVE PUBLISHING COMPANY for- 
warded to its physician in requesting, a report on the health 


of Plaintiti’ “ULA BLOWERS. 
f\ 
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! 
| 
| wi dee | 
i 

. li 
HI 
! 
| 
; 10. The docuinent or documents showing the 
il 
employment agencices’used by LAWYERS COOPERATIVE PUBLISHING 
li COMPANY in recruiting employces, showine as well, whether cer- 
H ' 
| tain employees for certain departments are recruited through 
f certain agencies and if so which employees for which depart- | 
i] | 
iF H 
|i ments. 
i \ 
I ll. Employee requisition forms for all depart- 
i 
| ments of LAWYERS COOPERATIVE PUBLISHING COMPANY from January 
ero ft 
1965 to January 1974. : 
| 12. The document or documents containing the 


| 
i LAWYERS COOPERATIVE PUBLISHING COMPANY maternity leave policy 


for its employees from January 1965 to January 1974. 


| 
I 
, | 13. The document or documents of LAWYERS CO- 
OPERATIVE PUBLISHING COMPANY showing the different departments 
at LAWYERS COOPERATIVE PUBLISHING COMPANY and, for each de- 
: partment, the employees in that department, including date of 


{ hire, sex, classification, advancement experience of employee, 


| 
| salary experience of employee and present salary. 


| supervisory positions at, LAWYERS COOPERATIVE PUBLISHING COM- 
PANY and with respect to each position the sex of the person 
holding tne position, salary of the person holding the posi- 
tion, date of assuming the title, classification, salary pro- 


gression of the employee and employment progression of the 


| 

| employce. 
! 15. The document or documents of LAWYERS CO- 
OPERATIVE PUBLSIITING COMPANY showing managerial positions of 
the Company and with respect to those pusitions, the sex of 


the person holding, the position, the classification of that 


| 
HI 

14. The document or documents showing the ° 

' 

| 

person, the salary of that person, the salary progression ex- j 

; ! 

| 

| 

| 


! 14] 


perience of that person, job progression experience of tht en- 
ployee and the present salary of that employce. 

16. The document or documents of LAWYERS CO- 
OPERATIVE PUBLISHING COMPANY showing the employees in the Ad- 
vance Reading Department, the Correspondence Department, the 
Proof Room, and the Editorial Indexing, Department and, with 
respect to each employee in each department, the names, sex, 

? 

age, dates of hire, starting salary, sdlary progression, classi- 
fication progression and current salary. 

17. The job descriptions for employees in the 
LAWYERS COOPERATIVE PUBLISHitiG COMPANY Advance Reading Depart- 
ment, Correspondence Departmen’, Editorial Indexing Department, 
Proof Roon?) Sufhnsing Agent, Accountant, Computer Librarian, 
Truck Driver, Press Mar, “anaging Editor, Professional Inter- 
viewer, Printing Personnel, Systems Analyist, Machine Operators- 
Gathering, Shipping, Bincing - from 1965 to January 1974. 

18. The document or documents showing the res- 


pective classification, job levels, labor grades and pay scalcs 


for LAWYERS COOPERATIVE PUBLISHING COMPANY employees from Janu- 


‘ 


ary 1965 to January 1974. 


19. The document or documents of LAWYERS co-? 


OPERATIVE PUBLISHING COMPANY describing any LAWYERS COOPERATIVE 
PUBLISHING COMPANY training, and/or apprenticeship program fo1 


any job of whatsoever description at LAWYERS COOPERATIVE PUB- 


LISHiNG COMPANY, including, any training or apprenticeship fF -- 


gram made available to Company employees by a labor union. 


20. Applicant register for LAWYER. COOPERATIVE 


PUBLISHING COMPANY from January 1965 to Janusry 1974. 


Trea eee eee eee 


Zi. The Jocument or documents of LAWYERS 


deseribe any cmp) yt 


lB a a ii i ae i i I ct ls a il at sl ia se tt sel tla 


fit made available by the Company, including, without intend- 
ing, to limit, sick pay and/or sick leave benefits, maternity 
leave and/or maternity pay benefits, disability benefits, va- 
cation binefits, insurance benefits, termination bencfits, 
from January 1965 to January 1974. 

22. Ali LAWYERS COOPERATIVE PUBLISHING COH- 
PANY news articles, press releases, memoranda or writings of 
any nature, whatsoever, distributed to Company employecs and/or 

: ‘ 
the media or third par_ies, in regard to Plaintiff NATIONAL 
ORGANIZATION FOR WOMEN complaints against LAWYERS COOPERATIVE 
PUBLISHING COMPANY or in regard to any present or former cm- 
ployce complaints against LAWYERS COOPERATIVE PUBLISHING COM- 
PANY since December 1971. 

23. <All writings of whatsoever nature in conn- 
ection with the application of Helmut Wolf or employment with 
LAWYERS COOPERATIVE PUBLISHING COMPANY, including, without in- 
tending to limit, the letter from LAWYERS COOPERATIVE PUBLISH- 
ING COMPANY employce. John Wright to Helmut Wolf dated October 
Ze, 1971. 

24. All writings in connection with the WAT- 
IOWAL ORGANIZATION FOR WOMEN complaint against LAWYERS COOP- 
ERATIVE PUBLISiIING COMPANY filed with the Office Of Federal 
Contract Compliance and all writings furnished by LAWYERS CO- 
OPERATIVE PUBLISHING COMPANY in response to those charges. 

25. All writings in connection with the 
NATIONAL ORGANIZATION FOR WOMEN complaint against LAWYERS Co- 
OPERATIVE PUBLISHING COMPANY filed with the United States De- 
partment Of Labor ia connection with an equal pay complaint 


and all materials of LAWYERS COOPERATIVE PUBLISHING COMVANY in 


' 

'" 

a ‘ 

ts response to that complaint. 
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a, Craeeeiemiaens fa 
EMMELYN LOGAN-BALDY IA 
li Attorney For PlaintArr 


Eula Lee Blowers 

19 Arnold Park 

Rochester, New York 14607 
. 7160 4h2-4150 


4 


; Dated: April 7, 1974. 
TO: NIXON, HARGRAVE, DEVANS & DOYLE 
HF John B_ McCrory, Esquire of Counsel 
it Lincoln First fower 
[ Roci ster, New York 14604 
j 716 546-8000 
‘ 


. | [¥Wiled 4/5/74] | 
t UNITED STATES DISYRICT COURT 
{; FOK THE WESTERN DISTRICT OF NW YORK 

eo i 
| — es : 
{ EULA LEE BLOWERS, individually, and on | 
» behalf of all other persons similarly | 
; Situated 
" 50 Joanne Drive . ; 
(} Rochester, New York 2 
H ‘ YIRST 
\ Plaintiff, * INTERROCATORIFS | 
i * PROPOUNDED BY } 
i - Via *  PLALNT LEE ! 
ji : | 
§ LAWYERS COOPERATIVE PUBLISHING COMPANY, INC. ‘ | 
| One Aquecuct Street, Rochester, New York: , Civ. Action No. 
| . e s . : ia : 
|| DONALD BENNETT, 1973-"7 
|: One Aqueduct Street, Rochester, New York 
i] 
| CHARLES DONNER, : 

Ore Aqueduct Street, Rochester, New York " 
t ROGER FEIN, ; | 
} » Rochester, New York 
Defendants : 
c aa 
' 
i | 
| TO: NIXON, HARGRAVE, DEVANS & DOYLE 
iF John B. McCrory, Esquire of Counsel 
| Lincoln First Tover 
Rochester, Wew York 14604 ' 
i 716 546-8900 
| 
vl Attorney For Defendants j 
i | 
. | 
; Plaintiff requests that Defendant LAWYERS ' 
i 1 
COOPERATIVE PUBLISHING COMPANY, INC., by an officer or agent | 
i 
} competent to testify concerning the facts about which inquiry 
| is made, answer under oath, in accordance with Rule 33 of the 
Hi i 
: Federal Rules Of Civil Procedure, the following Interrogatories. | 
} i 
Tne information requested in each Interrogatory is to be ans- f 
‘ | 
ji 

. { wered separately as to cach year from 1960 to the present un- 
i! | 
i less otherwise indicated. In lieu of identifying particular } 
‘ 

; ' ! 

< : documents, such documents may, at your option, be attached to F 

tie ansyvers to these Interrogatoriles. ; 
: | 
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Yhese Intcrrogatories shall be deemed continu- 
ing, and sha be supplemented when necessary to reflect events 
occurring, and information becomming available subsequent to h 
filing of initial answers. Defendant is requested to answer 
every portion of each inquiry to the extent that there is no 

‘ 


specific objection to cach such portion. 


x purposes f ese Interrogatori 
following definitions apply: 

A. As used herein “identify" and “state the iden- 
tity of," when used in reference to: 

1. Documents shall mean to state the date, 
autnor, scnde:, recipient, type of document (i.e., a letter, 
telegram, memorandum, book, chart, etc.) or other means of 
identifying it, and its present location or custodian, and in 
the case of a document within the possession, custody or con- 
trol of Defendant LAWYERS COOPERATIVE PUBLIS! COMPANY, whether 
Defendant LAWYERS COOPERATIVE PUBLISHING COMPANY will make it 


available to Plaintiff's attorney for inspection and/or copy- 


c . 
ing; and in the case of a document that was, but is no longer, 


4n the possession, custody, or control of Defendant LAWYERS i 


COOPERATIVE PUBLISHING COMPANY what disposition was made of it; 
{ 


* 


2. Communication or comnunications shall 
mean to state the date, communicator, communicatee, any other, 
person present at or overhearing the coimunication and the 
nature of the communication and shall include any oral, writ n 
or visual contact between two or more persons wherein any ir 
foimation or document was ecaxchanged between two or more perons,; , 


3. Data shal) menn any document. or communi- 
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cation as defined above and as referred to in the instructions. 

4. Source shall mean te stute each of LP 2 
and 3 above which relate to the topic be'ng inquired about; 

5. Person shall mean an individual, firm, 
partnership, corporation, proprietorship, joint venture, assoc- 
Jation, governmental bureau, branch, or agency, or any other 
orpanizatic * entity. In cach case a response shall state 
the full name and present or last-known position or job classi- 
fication and business affiliation of an individual. 

B. As used herein, “relating to" means in any 
directly or indirectly, concerning, referring, or relating 
analyzing, considering, Supporting, qualifying or negating. 

C. "Date" shall mean the exact day, month and 
year if ascertainable, or if not, the best approximation. 

D. "Place" shall inean the exact location, if 
ascertainable, within a building, which shall also be !dentified 
or any other location if applicable and as ertainable or if not, 
the best approximation. 


E. ,The term “white" when used in reference to a 
person, employce or applicant does not include Spanish - surnamed 
Americans. In this regard, when a question requires the iden- 


tification cf individuals by national origin, information on 


Spanish - surnamed Americans should be Scparately listed. 


In ansvering, each of the following Interrop- 
atorics, you are requesied to identify all data relicd upon by 


you in anrsver to cach part, paragraph, or subparagraph thereof. 


‘ 
! 
; 
| 
Instructions | 
! 
t 
i 


Interroratorics 

1. For each facilit 1intained by LAWYERS 

COOPERATIVE PUBLISHING COMPANY in tne ate of New York state 

its name; 
its location; 
the date since ft has been 
the Company; 
whether it has been in use prior to 
Such date, and, if so, the relation- 
ship of the prior user to 
OPERATIVE PUBLISHING COMPANY 
whether the use has discontinued, and, 
if so, the date of its termination. 

2. State the number of employees at each 


ility identified in the answer to Interrogatory No. 1, as 


January 1 of each year from 1960 to the present. 


 * For each facility identified in 
wer to Interrogatory No. l, state: 


a. the name of each department in 
facility; 
the name of each job category or s\ 
category in each department from Janu- 
ary 1, 1960 to the present indicatin; 
the time period in which such categori 
were in the department; 
the duties performed and/or respons iti- 
lities fulfilled by employees in each 
job category or sub-category ; 
the rate of pay for cach Job caterory 
or sub-caterory as of January 1, 1950 


and January 1 for cach sueccceding, year 


until January 1, 1974; 

the present rate of pay for each job 
catefory or sub-catcpgory; 

the number of (1) all employees, (2) 
white male employees, (3) white female 
employees, (4) black male employces (5) 
black female employees (6) Spanish-sur- 
named Ameri male employees (7) Spar 
surnamed American female employees in cac 
shift or each job category or sub-cate- 
gory as of January 1, of each year from 
1960 to 1974 ana as of the present; 
those job categorics in which the em- 
ployees were represcnted by a “labor 
organization", as that term is defined 
in 42 U.S.C. §2000e(d), as of January 
1, of each year from 1960 to 1974; 

the name and address of each labor or- 
Ganization which represented cmployces 
in a particular job category identified 
in answer to part (gf), indicating the 
job categories the labor organization 
represented, and the dates within which 
the labor organization represented these 
employees; 

the title and dates of any agreement 
into which LAWYERS COOPERATIVE PUBLISI- 
ING COMPANY entered with the labor or- 
ganizations. 


Identify, with sufficient specificity to 
form the basis of an eventual Rule 34 request for the production 
of documents, al] documents in the company's possession, sub- 
ject to its control, or of which it has kr~ ledge, which would 
reflect any of tie information requested in Interrogatoiy 3 


and state to which subsection each such doeunent is rele 
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Interrogutor 


ployment file 


during each year from January 1] 


om January 1], 
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For cach 


No. 


with 
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l, 
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cy 


state the number o 


LAWYE 


the 
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(2) white male applicants (3) white 


male a 


pplicants 


5) black 


foms 


ic 


American male applicants and (7) 


male a 


of the 


etate: 


pplicants. 
6. 


response to 


7. 


State, 


separately for each numbered par 


Interrcogatory 


a. 


a 


Spanish-surnamed American f 


3 


COOPERATIVE 
7960 to 
escent, by (1 
fc 


nal ¢ 


pplicants (6 


4 


above: 


c 
s 


PU 


January 1, 


) 


) 


the number of applicants 


qualified, 


were 


the company in any capacity, 


le of 
then 

ther the 
bye ‘ 

vy vii ev 


under whatev 


then in use, to be 


available and regardless of whe- 


er 


e 


facility Identified in the 


applicat 


BLISHING 


a1] applican 


applicants (4) 


Spanish 


consider 


standar 


mployed 


whether any such jobs we 


applicant was 


Tap 


any - 


in 


the number of applicants 


not qualified, un er whatever standard 


were 


rega 


ans 


Tore 
Lf nw 


COi- 


blac 


ed 


"ds 


by 


rd- 


ve 


fact hired 


considered 


then in use, to be employed 


company in any capacity. 


For each 


new hire 


name of person hired; 


whe 


‘ 


her 


the person hired was 


since January l, 


black, Spanish-surnamed American, 


male 


or 


whether 


(1) 


(2) 


( 


2 
? 


) 


word-of-mouth recruiting (refer 


female; 


the person was 


re 


or recommendation) ; 


advertisement ; 


campus recruiting 


entions,; 


1 


) 


0 


or 


+ 


1974 


by the 
I 
j 
1960, 
i 
white, . 
-cruited by: 


other 


‘al 


Suli- 


(4) employment agencies; 


i (5) other; 


: d. the name, race und sex of the person ref- 
erring, or recommending, each person nired 
pursuant to (c) (1) above; : 
r ec. the dates of the publicetion or broadcast | 
| of the advertisement which lead to the i | 
f hiring, of persons listed in answer to Cc) | 
|; (2) above, the name of the publisher or 
|: broadcaster of such advertisements, wi thins 
| the advertisement was placed in a “Help | 
. Wanted Male" "Help Wanted Female" or im | 
| jlarly desi;aated column and whether the 
ji body of the ad coitained any specificati 
as to the sex, race or national origin of } 
\' the employee sought; 
} f. name of the college, school or any other 
‘ li place visited, in recruiting persons | 
! hired pursuant to (¢)(3) above, and state | 
the date of such visits; 
: i &- the name and address of the employment 
, agency used to recruit persons hired pur- ! 
suant to (c)(4) above, and state the speci- 
‘ications of your order to the employment 
i apency, including any sex, race or nationa: 
{ origin preferences. 
t 8.a. Specify all employment advertisements 
> \ for employment covered in Interroga- 
F tory No. 7(c)(2), indicating the name 
i and address of the publisher or broad- 


caster, and the dates of the publica- 
tion or broadcast of the advertisement. 
b. Specify all college, school or other 


recruiting visits not described in In- 


terrogatory 7(c)(3), indicating their 

3 places and dates. 
c. Specify all employment requests furnish,d 

to employment ayenc os other than those 

° identified in answer to Intervogatory 7 


(c) (4. and state | name and address of 


the employment amen. y na any specif ieulton 


in such requests a Lu race, Uerx Or \hutLioua 


orifin. 


9. Identify, with sufficient specificity to 
form the basis of an eventual Rule 34 request for the production 
of documents, all] dccuments in the company's possession, sub- 
ject to its control, or of which it has knowledge, which would 


reflect any of the information requested in Interrogatorics 5, 


6,7, and &, and state the portions of such Interrogatories to 


which each such document is relevant. 


7 ° ys 
r6. Identify, with sufficient specificity 


form the basis of an cventual Rule 34 request for the production 


of documents, all of the forms now used by the company in con- 


nection with the processing of applications for employment 


oO 


and state as to each form the period during which it has been 


used. 


11. Identify, with sufficient specificity tc 


form, the basis of an eventual Rule 34 request for the pro- 

duction of documents, each of the forms used by the company 

between January 1, 1960 and the present date, but which are 

not now usea, in connection with we processing ol applicants 
| 

was in use. 


12. Fo. each frcility identified in answer 


to Interrogatory No. 1, state the length of time during which 


an application for employment wil) continue to be considered 
by LAWYERS COOPERATIVE PUBLISHING COMPANY after it is filed. 


13. For each facility identified in answer 


to Interrozatory No. 1, state the length of time an application 


for employment Js retained by LAWYERS COOPERATIVE PUBLISHINu 


COMPANY If: 


a. the applicant was employed; 


ls. the applicant was not cmployed. 


) 


li. =For each facility identified in answer to 
Interrogatory No. ], state what Steps an applicant for e:nploy- 
nent should or must take in order to have his or her applica- 
tion receive continued consideration by LAWYERS COOPERATIVE 
PUBLISHING COMPANY. State the effects of failure to take such 
steps. 
For cach facility identified in answer to 


- 


Interrogatory No. state: 


the address of cach office used at 

any time since January 1, 1960 to the 
present to interview applicatns for 
employment; 

the name, address, job, race, scx and 
national origin of each person ecmploy- 
ed by LAWYERS COOPERATIVE PUSLISHING 
COMPANY to work in each such office. 

16. Identify, with sufficient specificity to 
form the basis of an eventual Rule 34 request for the production 
of documents, all documents in tine company's possession, sub-—- 
ject to its control, or of which it has knowledge, which would 
reflect any of the information requested in Interrrogatory 15 | 
and state the portions of Interrogatory 15 to which each such : 
document is relevant. 

17.a. For vach job category or sub-category 
identified in answer to Interrogatory No. 3 b. state whether 
LAWYERS COOPERATIVE PUBLISHING COMPANY has ever, since Januar) 
1, 1960, inquired concerning an applicant for employment's: 


arrests; 

criminal] convictions; 
bankruptcics; 

garni shments 5 


debts and installment payments; 
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sex; 
marital status; 
number of cnildren; 
child care arrangements; 
menstrual cycle expericnce; 
political affiliations or 
friends and associates; 

4 
social attitudes; 
race ; 
religion; 
color; 
national origin; 
citizenship; 
lengtn of residency; 
education accomplishment 


bank references 


cial references; 
b. If such inquiries were made state the dates 
when the inquiries were made. 


18. For cach facility and for each job 


and for each of the years from 1960 to present, state: 
p > 


a. any directions, oral or written, 
persons in the employ of LAWYERS 
OPERATIVE PUBLISHING COMPANY, Inc. 
were screeing job applicants; 
any directions, oral or written, 
persons concerning questions to as 
povent*al applicants; 
the contents of any interviewer's 
shect or similar document utiliz 


LAWYERS COOVERATIVE PUDBLISI 


or its aprents; 
any questions which were to be asked 
of females, blacks, and Spunisn-sur- 
named Americans which were not asked 
of other persons. 
Identify, with sufficient specificity to 
eventual Rule 34 request for the production 


of LAWYERS COOP- 


rye 


SHING COMPANY, subject to its control, or of which 
it has knowledge, which would reflect any of the information 
requested in Interrogatories 17 and 18 and identify the portions 
of Interrogatories 17 and 18 to which each document is relevant. 

20. For each job category or sub-category 
listed in response to Interrogatory 3b above, state: 


a. cach objective criterion, other than 
performance on written or manual tests, 
that has been a factor in evaluating 
applicants for employment or deciding 
the initial assignment of new hires to 
such job category at any time since 
January 1, 1960; 
the periods during which such criterion 
has been in use; 


the weight given to each such criterion. 


2l. For each job category or sub-category 


listed in response to Interropatory 3b above state: 


a. each objective criterion, other than 
performance on a written or manual test, 
that has been a factor considered in 
connection with the transferring, up- 
grading, and/or promotion of employees 
Lo such job catepzory or sub-catepory, 

sinee January 1, 1960; 
periods during which each such 


Th bhehes 


' 
i 
" 
' 
i 


e - 12 - 
. : 
|: | 
: 
4 | | 
ri | ‘ : - ' 
hy c. the weight to cach such critcrion. ; 
a . gre ee ' 
22. Identify, with sufficient specificity to | 
! 
! form the basis of un eventual Rule 34 request for tne product 
i ae 
| : nitie : site eeeues a j ‘ Si J RY 
i Of documents, all documents in LAWYERS COOPERATIVE PUBLISHIIIG | 
i { 
: if ‘ 
|! COMPANY's possession,subject to its control, or of which it has } 
} , 
If | 
i knowledge, which would reflect any of the information requested | 
I in Inter ratories 20 and 21 and identify the portions of eas i 
i: { 
: : ? - ‘ } 
i .such Interrdgatory to which each such document is relevant. | 
|; 23. As to each criterion set forth in the res- | 
\| | 
' 
I onses to Interrogatories 20 and 21 above, state: 
| & > | 
|! a. whether any such criterion has since | 
| ‘ January 1, 1960 been waived for any | 
employee or employees. If so, state | 
i the circumstances of each such waiver, | 
' 
| including the criterion involved and { 
% ‘ } the dates and numbers of white male, | 
{i ; : : 
| Spanish-surnamed American male, black | 
j ‘ gis | 
male, white female, Spanish-surnamed ; 
American female, and black female em- | 
; { 
ployees benefited in each such instance; | 
4 - 
i} b. the name and address of each company { 
{ 
‘| official participating in the decision | 
{} 
‘ . . . 
|' to adopt, to retain, to modify, or to \ 
' 
l abandon cach such a criterion. 
|: i 
| ma a : . al ete 
" 24. Identify, with sufficient specificity to 
: a | 
| form the basis of an eventual Rule 34) request for the produciion 


; Of documents, all documents in LAWYERS COOPERATIVE PUBLISHING | 
I 
| COMPANY's possession, subject to its control, or of which it ' 
‘ | 
‘ ' 
i! has knowledge, which would reflect any of the information re- | 
” H t 
* ! 
quested in Interrogatory 23 and state the portions of Interro,;- 
| ; Par : { 
1 atory 23 to which each such document is relevant. | 
. i ‘ 
! c , . . . 
25. For each facility listed in answer to | 
3 | 
| 


rogatory 


25(b) 


Interroyatory No. 


l, 


a. 


d. 


statc: 


whether any written or manual tests 
tests have been administcred to appli- 
cants for employment or persons sceking 
or under consideration for promotion 


from January 1, 1960 cto the present; 


the name and a brief description of 
each such test; 

the job categories or sub-categories 
for which each such test is used; 

the dates during, which cach test was 
used for each job category; 

the extent to which LAWYERS COOPERATIVE 
PUBLISHING COMPANY used the test mores 
in selecting, employees for each jot 


category. 


For each test listed in answer to Inter- 


whether a fixed passing score on such 

a test has been required for employment 
in, or promotion to, any job category 

or sub-category at any time from January 
1, 1960 to the present; 

the fixed passing score on each test 


ha tat 


1c job catcgor 
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, ar ent ry 


and t y or sub-category 

for which this score has been required; 
the dates during, which cach such fixed 
passing score has been required for each 
job category or sub-category; 

whether tne requircments of taking or 


passing any test has been waived by 


LAWYURS COOPERATIVE PUBLISI'NG COrMi 


for any applicant, or cimployce, grou 


of apolicants or employees 


which test taki or passing require- 
ments have waived for cach job 
category o category, and give the 
date of each such waiver; 

the number of white male, bl 
woanish-surname merican mal 

female, black female, Spanish 

American female employec or 

for employment, who have bene 

such waivers; 

the name and address o 2ach of LAWYERS 
COOPERATIVE PUBLISHING COMPANY's officcr: 


agents, and employces and outside or 


articinatee 
partaciparcce 


° 
.e) 


professional consultant wh 
in any way in the adoption, retention, 
modification Jar nment of any test 
taking or test-passing requirem 

the efrorts made by, on behalf 

in cooperation with LAWYERS COOPERATIVE 
PUBLISIIING COMPANY to evaluate the ef- 


fectiveness of such 


the nature and date 

evaluation effort. 

the results of each such evaluation 
effort. 

the name and address each of 
LAWYERS COOPERATIVE 

PANY's officers, agents and 

and of each outside or profession 
consultant who participated in ar 


way in each sucn evaluation effo. 
number of white male, white 
Spanish-surnamed American 


foimas le 


taken tests for whi there 15 a fixed passing, 
and national origin of 
wno have assed such tests in each 


to the 


for the pr 


4 . 
the company's possession, or 


which it has knowledge, which 
information requested in Interrogator- 
ons of Interrogatories 
ont is relevant. 


isted in response to Inter- 


the names, addresses, and relationship 

to the company c > person or persons 

who administer the tests; 

the names, addresses, and relationshin 

to the company of the person or persons 

who score une tests; 

the names, a ‘esses, and relationship 

to the company of the person or persons 

who inform applicants or employees of 
the results of these tests; 

d. whether, and under what circumstances 
an applicant's or employee's test s« 
and/or answer sheet is made available 
to him/her after the test S pradcd; 
whether, and under what circumstances 
an applicant or employee who has 


the test scores, and/ 


who huve taken 1i@ same test. 

the length of I during whi 
test scores, ar x the answer 
are retained b} he company 
others on its half, or over wh 
has contro 

the circums 

an appli 

perforin | rly 


4 


time is permitted to t 

Identify, with sufficient specifi 
form the basis eventual Rule 34 request for the 
tion 
LISHING COMPANY's possess subject » its contro] 
which it has knowledge, whicn wo reflect any of 
mation requested rrogatory 29 and state the p 
of Interrogato » whic ‘ach such document is r 


each of the job categories 


cateyories listed in response to Interrceatory 3b state: 


a. whether employees assigned to this 
category or sub-category are 
expected to acquire skills in the 
formance of 1eir jobs which are 
sidered essential to the perfor 
higher-paying * more desirable 
the skills e 
the job cat 
for which the acquisit 
is considered essential; 

the period of time normally 

for the su 

skills; 


whether 


embodie 


lo’ 


ancy rejuirement an employce 
complete > being considered 
promotion 

the length of any job residency 
ancy requircmen the dates dur 

it is en in use, and each in: 
in wh } been waived as to 
p of employees, i 
cating for each such waiver; 


for each waiver, set forth in (ec); 


(1) where the employee worked at 


time of the waiver; 

(2) the date of the waiver; 

(3) the job category or sub-categ 
to which he/she could be pror 
because * the waiver; 
whether he/s!} in fact receive 
such a Jj 
the numbe: f white male emp 
Spanish-surnamed Amcrican m: 
ployees, black male employee 
fenale employees, Spanish-surnamed 
female employees, and black 
employces benefited by the wi 

whether alternative means of acq 

such skills are available to emp] 

If so, describe them. otate thei, 

if any, e employee and stat 

length me normally required 


quire s Ski S by such alternat 
Identify, w sufficient specificity 


eventual | 3 guest for prod 


reflect any of the information 
and state the portions 
sucn document is relevant. 


33. For each facility 


the r JI9 
initially assigned 

or sub-category 

terrojatory No 3(b), indicat 
rately: 

(1) all new 

(2) 

(3) 

(4) 


(5) black 
(6) Spanish-su 
(7) Spanis 


hires; 


the number of employces uprra 
moted to cach job category or 
listed in answer 
indicating, separat 
(1) all employees 
(2) ; te male ¢ 
(3) white femal<c 
(4) black male er 
(5) black 
(6) 
ployees 
(7) Spanisc 


emo) 


Identify, 


tion of docu 
Lo 
of the information reques 
ortions of Interrogatory 33 


relevant. 


For 


), and the present 


ability to "bump" 


ployec from his or h 

(i) where the junior em 
was in the same line 
gression and depart: 

(ii) where the junior em 
was in a different lin 
gBression or in 
partment; 


be recalled 


gory or 
above; state: 


a. 


Cc. 


ad. 


20 - 


whether it dlf{ vi: /different 
bet I emp] » ts t is of 
by its t 
the c p ition f cach niority r« 
thereunder indicat eg » nat na) 
gi ] x in ea 
fority 1 ter { { { 1 W 
his riher er y 
Docs a tra fer from one department to 
of progression to another ever re 
niority? f so, describc 
each facilivy and for « h job cat 
listed in respor to Interrogatory 
all methods used by the « pany to in 
for current employees of job v 
the exact location at which any no 
of job vacanci« are posted; 
tne length of time such notices are j} 
the job categories or gub-categori 
(1) for which notices are always 
posted; 
(2) for which notices are sometimes 
posted; 
(3) for which yitices are never poste 
information requested in all fora: 
by the company in connection with t! 
proc ing, Of applicat for tr 
or p! tion to the job vacancies 
the names, add eS, race, sex, na 
ori , id jot title of all } rso 
resy ble for iking re ndat 
receiving ar.d/ p? rr 
fo pt ti 1 or ft inf SO F }o 
the @nt t ; thod d 
in wa 1) ‘ nm uss 


39. 


State, 


}/ for each category and subcate; ry, for each twelve month 
| 
~ | iod since January 1, 1960 and for the peric? fr : 
° | 
| 1974 to the present » the number of employees: | 
| | 
{ a. who requested promotion r trans t 
° ' 
Other job categories or sub-cater , 
! 
| 
indicating the exact figure for: | 


| 

i (1) all employces; 
(2) white rale employees; 
(2) white female emnlov ! 


i .4) black male employees; 

(5) black female employees; 

(6) Spanish-surnamed American mals 
if employees; 


' (7) Spanish-surnamed Ar fe 


cmpioyecs,; 


White female emp 
black male employees; 
black female emy 
Spanish-surnamed 
employees; 


Spanish-surnai 


employees; 
4 


5 


40. Identify, with sufficient specit 
form the basis of an eventual Rule 34 request for producti 


of documents, all documents in the Company's possession, 


ject to its control, or of which it has knowledge, which 


reflect any of the information requested in Interrogatory 
and state the subsection of the Interrogatory to whic 
document is relevant. 


Wl. For each facility and for each 


a i 


month period since January 1, 1960 and for tiie period fre 


Trane a * IOTh tan nw 
‘ La, cee | U P? 


a. each job category or sub-catepfor 
which it is or has been possib} 
earn: 

(1) overtime pay, include the 
such overtime pay; 

(2) incentive pay, include 
such incentive pay; 

the practice and procedures 

production quotas are set; 

the names, addresses, race, 

origin and job title of the 

officials, agents or employces 

production quotas, separately 


job catlerfor; a rate pory 3 


J 


do 


not 


Limit 


employees in cach job category or sub- 
category listed in answer to a( ) when 
there is insufficient work for each en- 
ployee to work at his or her full capa- 
city; 

the means by which overtime work is 
allocated to employees in each category 
or sub-category listed in answer to BUNS 
the names, addresses, sex, race, national 
origin and job title of the Company's of- 
ficers, agents or employees who allocate 
incentive pay work and overtime work to 
empioyees in each job category or sub- 


category listed in answer to (a). 


or each year from July 2, 1965 to the 


separate 


aa. SEE 


same j 


product 


ail the cir 


ly for each category or sub-catefory: 


average incentive pay earned by: 
(1) male employees; 
(2) female employees; 
average overtile pay carned by: 
(1) male employees; 
(2) female employees; 
at any time after January 1, 1960 two 
ob category or sub-category have worked: 
ion quotas for the same material, des- 


cumstances in each case. Include, but 


to your answer to the following information: 


(1) 
(2) 


(3) 
(4) 


the dates such quotas were used; 

the number of male employees and the 
number of female employces invalved; 
the reasons for such different quotes; 
the numes, addresses, race, sex, na. ic 
origin and J it] of the Comp: 


officers, ar, S and employecs 


locuted su quotas in each 
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4h, Identify, with sufficient specificty to 
form the basis of an eventual Rule 34 request for production 
of documents, all documents in the Company's possession, sub- 
ject to its control, or of which it has knowledge, which woulc 
reflect any of 
Nl, 42 and 43 and state subsection of the Interrogatory to 
which each document is relevant. 

4S. State separately as to each year from Janu- 
ary.1, 1960 to the present, whether there has been any job cat- 
egory o.* sub-category in which male, female, Spanish-surnamed 
Americans or black Americans were not employed or if employed 
did not exceed five per I $) of the number of persons 
therein employed. If so, give the job category or sub-catcgory 
and dates in which above described situation prevailed. Give 
the actual per cent, i! any, of the male, lemaie, opanish-sur- 
name Americans or black Americans so employed. 

‘ 

46.(a) State whether at any time since January 1, 

1960 Spanish-surnamed Americans, black Americans, males or 


eludc 
CxXCLiUG 


(1) job category or sub-category; 


Og 
(2) occupational grouping; 
(3) line of progression; 
(4) department; 
) room, compartment or other plant facility: 
If the answer to (a) is affirmative, state: 
tne period during which each restriction 


or exclusion was Operative; 
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the dates und manner of removal of euch 


~ 


restriction or exclusion, if, infact they 


have been removed, 
the nature @any rights grant 
or conditions imposed upon eny Loye 
desiring transfer to positions fron 
they were 1@ pre sly restrictc 
excluded, 
(a) the aro 
gBrouping, departmental, room or 
Givisional seniority, if any, an 
above mentioned employee retains 
upon promotion or transfer to a 
previously inaccesible position. 
whether access to any of the pre- 
viously restricted positions is 
now limited or denied, or for a 
time was limited or denied to the 
described employees 
had not been previous 
in the positions as 
triction was at one i onerativ 
If so, state the details of cach 
situation and describe how senior- 
ity is utilized in placing persons 
into positions from which they were 
formerly barred. 
Identify, with sufficient specificity 
an eventual Rule 34 request for tne prod 
ocuments, a the documents in the Company's 


subject to its control, or of which it has know 


the information requested Intcrrogatories 45 


and 4¢ state the subsection of the Interrogatory to which 


48 .(a) State 


ceived complaints or petitions, 


employees alleging that 


sexist ets, 


of Company pulatior 


other forms 


or Spanish-surnamed. 


b. 
(1) 


Kg.a. 


SHING COMPANY ever 


from any of its black, fen 


alleging, race, sex or 


the terms or cond of 


physical force, 


of harassment because 


If the 


State 


ale 


national 


whether the Company has ever re- 


direct or indirectly, by 


they na 


overly-technical er 


indigni{ 


tie repris: 


of their 


answer to (a) 
The allegatior 
or petition; 
whether LAWYE 
ING COMPANY 
tion of the 
detail; 

the 
and Itle 
official, 
the 


ional origin job 


Company arent or empl: 


in 
the 


charge of investigation; 


findings of the investig: 
and state if 
exists 


the final di 


any record curr¢ 
findings; 


of the 


of such 
sposition 


rLALION. 


plaint 


whethe 


ived any com; 


or Spanish-surnamed emf 


iscrimination 


origin 


mployment ith the Company. 


is irnative 


afr 


name, adaress "ace 5c lat 


of the 


whether an investigation was con- 
ducted concerning the complaint or 
petition; 
the name, acidress, race, 
jonal origin and job ti 
Company official, agent 
in charge of the investi 
the fi 
and state ; record currently 
exists of : indings; 
final disposition of the com- 


int or petition. 

50. State whether the Company has ever been 
subjected to a review of its employment practices by the Unitcd 
States Government Office of Feuc.al Contract Compliance, or 
the Wage and Hour Division of the United States Department of 
Labor. If the answer is affirmative further state: 


the contracting, agency involved; 

the reviewing agency; 

the discrimination alleged; 

the dates of any investigation; 
findings of the investigating agency; 
whether as a result of the investiga- 
tion any contract with an agency of the 


United States has been cancelled 


4V0G fer 


> 


minated, suspended or otherwise affecte 


51. I entify with sufficient specificity to 


form the basis of an eventual Rule 34 request for production 


of documents, all reports which have been prepared 
¢ Of Federal Contract Compliance (OFCC) betw 


1960 and the present date, and all 


form the 


cf docume 


betweer 


as a defendant in any judicial and/or 


wherein the claims of the plaintiffr(s 


whole or part Ti VII of the Civil 
Section 2 of the Civi shits Act of 137] 
Human Righ 


action 


court or agency 


or 


filed and the civi 


number assigned; 


da. the current status 


is currently pending; 


e. the disposition of th 


no longer pending. 
S54. For each 


during the twelve month period pri 


for each year thereafter, indicate 


a. the name and curren 


person who filled 
her prior job with 


the nan 


ject 


reflect any 


and oes 


4 


) 


docuri 


which 


vO 


and 


have 


PUBLIS! 


control 


Cc. 


d. 


b. 


c. 


> 


in 


to employces 


a. 


eligible 


for the 


cations; 


the 
the 
al] 


cation 


For 


and females 


the 
in 
the 


ma] 


a+ 
State, 


the 
job 
Ident 


event 


or 
forma 


hich 


Describe 


available by ae 


the 
the 
the 
the 


which 


of 


each 


4 


u 


4 
L 


name 


, 


nawe 


\ 


Vacancy and 
bid notices 


and dates. 
twelve 


ther 
ur 


and 


rate of pay for males 


cate 


c 


Ss in such 
separat 


ler 


category. 


ify, with 


a 


S knowledge 


} 


ion requested in 


ubs¢ the 


cours 


through 


LA\ 


Since January 1, 


skills intended to be 


course or progran; 


length of each course 


frequenc 


mrt) 
eCmyd 


Ri 4 request for 


Interrogat 


WYERS 


it: 


and females 


and curren address 


the p 


ecatan 
> 


which w 


tor? 
atori¢ 


Interrogatory 


or »r< 


COOPERAT 


4 
incl 


1960, 


imparted by 


or prorram 


is offer 


udir ¢ 


to the co. 


f. the cost of the cours 


these 
since 
sepa 
(1) 
(2) 
(3) 
(4) 
(5) 
(6) 


(7) 


Give the nar 
itonal origin 
the Company's 

ployees and 

consultant wh 

collaborated 

tie use a retention 


cation, avai or abandon: 


the above "Ses * programs. 


State separat 


a eee 


(5) or more “er 


manner in which the 


answer 
their r 


salaricd. 


For each 


when 


ently 


Indi 


life insur: 
maternity ] 


child-reari 


education leave; 
contributior 


penses. 


Indicate, 


whether 

ment if she 
for work at 
ING COMPANY; 
how a woman 
pregnant whi 
OPERATIVE PU: 
what insurance 
spouse of a mz 
by LAWYERS C 
PANY and 


spouse of 


hy 


pl ryyed 


